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The study, Work Amtudes of Dlsadvantaged Black Men A
Methodologlcal lnqulry, was conducted in the sprmg of 1970 b)J
" thé Bureau of Labor. Statl‘sucs with financial ‘support of th‘e

- Manpower Admlmstratlon The purpose was to develop and te
— questlons and concepts for use'in larger resedrch efforts. - . f

PACT, lncorporated to conduct the enumeratlon.and_mlated

“and in the San Francisco fegional office were “involved  in- all”

‘The BLS contracted with a local San Francisco -organization,’,

- - field work. BLS professional and technical staff in Washmgton '

.
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__interviewer-respondent communication, e.g.
tain substantive areas be explored and could questions.

Pan)

Chapter 1. Introduction ‘

/

“Institutional mcchamsms to,improve the employment
situation have nof reached certain population subgroups.
Despite the ‘implementation of many manpower pro-
grams, persons in minority groups continue to be
overrepresented in the ranks of the unemployed or in

* low-paying jobs. , A

The Department of Labor 'and oLhcr government
agencncs have tried pro’grams such as the Concentrated
Employment Program (CEP), Work Incentive Program
(WIN), and the Neighborhood Youth Corps (NYC) to

‘attack the problems of unemployment and, low utili-
_zation by providing encouragement, education, training,

work incentives, and -job opportunitids to the dis-
advantaged. Problems, however, continue to exist.

An adjunct of the direct effort ta eliminate the =
-+_problems of poverty and economic waste has been the

attempt to obtain more 'mformatlon about ‘the under-
lying causes of th,e probiems as a means of improving
existing programs or to i lmplcment new ones. One of the
-assumptions in. this_area’ of research is that _attitudes
toward work in low income groups aré a contnbutmg

-factor.in their employment problems.

Fot a number of years the Department of Labor has
been working toward improving the methods and relia-

~ bility of gathering data about and understanding of the

employment ,situation of people in poverty areas. An
early effort” was'made in November 1966 when surveys
were conducted in poverty areas of eight large cities.

~Unemployment rates were discoveréd that were three

times higher than the national average at that time.! In
1967, the Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS), with the
financial support of -the Manpower Administration
(MA), conducted a series of expenmental methodo-
logical surveys of employment problerns among residents
in povert,y preas of New York, Boston, and New Haven.
The surveys investigated areas such as the “undercount”
of black men in .household censuses and surveys;
attitudes toward_life and work; job-seeking methods

used by residents in low income areas; nonparticipation

in the labor force. Also of interest was the issue of
, could cer-

be formulated for poverty populations that’ would
provide usable and useful data.”This issue was proble-
matic since survey experience with this population had
been limited.? Beginning in 1968 and continuing for 2
years, the program by_the Department of Labor under-
took large-scale substantive surveys in the poverty areas

- of six cities and the nonpoverty areas of two of the six.

et @ v

These surveys, applying the lessons of the experiméntal
studies, produced findings regarding work-history; rea-
sons for nonparticipation; job-seeking methods, and (as
yet unanalyzed) attitudes about job and life satisfac-
tion .

" The BLS, under the auspices of the MA is continuihg
to explore a variety of approaches: for _understa..dmg
employment problems in poverty areas. Specifically,
these include exploration of new conéepts; new items to
measure these concepts; new forms of questions; various

kinds of interviewers; different population” subgroups;

different kinds of sampling besides traditiona! household
enumeration. These endeavors, as tested and evaluated,
could be intluded in larger ‘surveys that would produce

findings which ultimatgly could shed light on continuing

problems of poverty, and;-thereby, make possible
programs to improve the employ'nem opportunities for

- these individuals.

The research project that is being analyzed in this
report is part of the Depanmcnt's continuing effort to
improve its information gathering capabilities, | :

Research Design and Summary of Findings

Reasons for Employment Problems. Manpower plan-

-ners_concerned with the dlsadvantage’d have recognized

lhat it is not sufficient merely to offer jobs to persens
charat.tenzed by a term such as ‘“hard<core. unem-
ployed.” Some manpower programs are even desngned to
reach out to the nonworking population for job candi-
dates. Once on the job, however, no guarantee exists
that they will long remain there. One assumption about
duration on the job is that it will be a consequence of
the workers’ perception and evaluation of it relative to
other income- producmg alternatives -such .as *hus-
tling” —illicit or marginally-legal économic activities. One
hypothesns is that a variety of attitudes not related toa

specific job ‘will affect the *“hard-core unemployed” -

attachment to the job. One such attitude is a general
commitment to work, one tenet of the’ Puritan
ethic.® According to- an [ extreme view of this
ethic, work is its own reward. It is expected to be
unpleasant sometimes. Another set of attitudes has been
mentioned as contributing to job success, as well as to
performance in school and other areas of life.
attitudes are described as feelings of . efficacy or of

. optimism with'regard to one's ability to'meet challenges

successfully.’ The idea is that people who have a sense

of efficacy as a personality trait are likely to “makeit”

6 )

These -
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in the world. This theory is akin t¢ the folk notion that
B

“where there's a will, there's a way.” - 4
Recently, some new jdeas have surfaced. which, if

true, would tend to explain the disaffection from work

of many ghetto young men. These ideas follow from the
notions of black culture ®
tion, the culture of poverty.” Here. the view is that the
ghetto man has developed a life-style revolving around

twrns- of aulonum} and expressiveness which .make

4-‘-\ rcpugnanl the world of work s it now is. This world is

s

concepts need more refinement.
s /

considered “white, repressive, and stifling™ in regard ln a
style of spegch. dress, and language. /

The yuostion is which are decisive for job attachment
specifically, Which attitudes make a difference?, In order
to- resolve these varous theoretical approaches, one
would have to examine thiem snnullantnusly ina large
survey, .

This study was a step in lhls direction. One objective
wias to examine the utility of items which would
measure these differcint sets of attitudes. Insights were
sought ‘which would“indicaté whether gertain question
arcas are worth further exploration andf

or as an alternative explana- -

f the allilu(finzi! _

The Rc.s('ar('h Project. The Bureau of Labor Statistics -

contracted with a local” San Francisco _organization.
PACT. Incorporated, 1o conduct a series of personal
interviews with black men in the San Francisco Bay area,
The contents of the interviews were employment.related

experiences, problems,” and attitudes. The sample of

respondents was, selected from government and private
manpower programs, and from nonparticipants in the
labor force selected at random in the street or ‘at other
“casual” cetlings.

Field operations conduct:d by PACT, Incorporated,
were und.r the supervision of the BLS San Francisco
Regional Office staff, Technical support was provided by
BLS Washington staff,

Sample Design. The samples included black men bllly,

“ - because of their population group having severe employ-

ment problems such as high unemployment rates or
low-paying jobs. This selection controlled our study for
two variables --race and sex. The San Francisco Bay area
was chosen as representative of a large metropolis on the

with low-income.groups in urban areas and because it
had a variety of manpowcr programs from which to
draw the sample.

[n order to examine the factors related to labor force
performance for black men, the research design required
three groups to represent performance types. Group one

~would include those who take a job and stay on it,

'

- West Coast that had many of the problems associated -

.

Group two would include those who take a job but do

not stay. Group three would include those who do not )

even want a job. (This last group serves as'a comparison
also,

groups.) The determination of which respondents should
be thought of as “‘stayers” or “leavers” would be made
on the basis of the number of months on the job., l

Smuc a houschold sample was economically prohibi.

tive because of the farge number of respondents who 1 -

. would have to be approached in order. to select those

reasonably fitting duration criteria, names and addresses
were drawn from the records of Government manpowetr
programs - and establishments that :ran Government-

sponsored programs, which concentrated on-the hiring -

of those formerly considered “unemployable” or the
“hard-core unemployed.” The use of records from the
marfhower programs and establishments participating in
these programs as a source for the interviews had the

additional advantage of controlling the sample in terms .

of entry on the job; that is, the method and decision to
take the job was similar for all respondents. Ultimately,
household interviews from 186 men were processed for
analysis in the first sainple-men who took a job. This
sample combines the * slayers " and “leavers.”

The sample of imen who got jobs through t
government-sponsored manpower programs were ran-
domly selected from 11 programs in thé®un Francisco
Bay area® Originally it was hoped that respondents
could be selected on the basis of duration on the
program job; that is, 50 percent of the respondents
would have been those whd had stayed on the program
job 12 months or more and the other 50 percent .would
have becen men who left before completing 4 or 5§
months on the program job. However, the records, from
which the names and addresses were taken, did not
uniformly contain current or accurate information. In
addition, because of difficultes encountered in finding

.respondents due to high moblhly poor addresses, etc.;

the duration critérion for selecting respondents was
dropped. It was decided that the duration determination
would be made dunng the subsequent analysis of the
quesllonnalres

The comparison sample of respondents ~those who do
not have a job and are not looking. for one—were
sclected at random from men who agreed 16 be
interviewed in a casual setting such as a street corner,

_pool room, or-bar. Prospective respondents in these

settings were screened to exclude labor force partici-
pants, those on leave or vacation from school or the
military, "and those unable 10 work because of a
permanent disability. Interviews were completed by 185

men. : ' e

since they would be expected to show charac:
teristics and attitudes different from the }lher lyz/




Table 1. Percent Disuibution of Prog‘am Sample b

ititerview Completion and Age for Two Sélected Sourc

S e g
Sources Total 18-22 ‘23 -30 1 31 vears
years vears and over
Source A i :
Designated respondents . ; 100 59 33 8
: Actuslly inigggjewed | IN=B8) | « | |
respondents . . . . ..... k 100 47 47 6
‘ L iN=19) N
i : I R : :
Source B S ! ‘l '
T Designated respondents . 100 32 a2 -l 2%
Actually interviewed C1IN=223)
respondents . . : . ..... 100 42 33 . B,
L {N=36) : ) )

1 t .

Selected characteristics of the male rispondents-age.
warital status, educatisas] a(taliiment-can be seen in
tables 1 through 5. Table | compures interviewcd

_ - respondents with those in the originally selected sample.

_The casual sample, although not representative in a

-+ Statistical sense, very readily furnished iespondents who
tould be cortrasted with the program participants. The
casual respondents were not participants in the labor
force: To get a similar sample in a household survey
would have been very time-consuming. Further, because

of the undercount problem, men interviewed in casual-

settings might not be found in househalds. in thissense,

+ casual interviews have an.advantage for students-of -

employment problems of the “hard-core unemployed.”®

Subsequent tabulations indicated that, surprisingly, a
high proportion of the casual sample consisted of men
~who had never worked (48 cases). This provided the

i Table 2. Percent Distribution of Type of interview and

Place of Birth

Casual interviews
Place of birth Household) ., ., \
interviews Sometime | Never
worked |worked
Number .......| 18 | 185 | 137 '| 48
Percent . . ...... 100 100 100 100
San Francisco Bay Area+ 37 37 31 54
Other city in California [. 7 9 10 6
Deep Soutni . . . . ..... 33 25 28 19
OtherSouth .. ...... 15 17 20 10
OtherStates .. ...... 6 10l 1 6
» Other Countries . ..... 1 1 S 2
Don‘tknow.........| ... 1 2
No answer . .. ....... ; 1 1 1

‘NOTE: Due t> rounding, sums of mdwudual items mav not
equal totals. - -

1
: : i
npportunny to make further internal u)mpansons since

- this proup represented even less fabor force participation

- than the total casual ssmple (18§ usus) Consequently,
two subsamples were; broken out - “casugl, sometime
worked™ and “casual, jnever worked.” th)lhc pmgmm.
patticipants, the possibifity arose of comparing three/’
groups  that fell along a continuum (of labor force
participation, Thus, sclating attitudes 1o these groups
_would give some idea of the itlity_ u\tllw questions for_

undcrslandlm, initial lubor foree entry.

The program participants also could\he dwvided into
two groups. in terms of duration on the program job.
'Another dimension of labor force performance beyond
Jlabor force participation ‘could be considered' (Also we
‘would be able to address the initial issue, the’ question
posed by manpower planncrs LUI]LC["IHE turno»cr of the

“hard-core uncmplo; ed.”

. , C :

Sumnwr)' uf Findings. A variety of attitudes were.
examined in relation to two measures of cmp]oyment'
performance, The first measure is labor force par--
ticipation; the second, duration on a job. S

A number of background work attitudes, or- pre-
dispositions, appeared to be related to participation or
entry into the labor force. but these dttltgldes had little
or ne connection to the person’s duration on the job,
once he had it. Once on the job, other attitudes, related
to the immediate job, appeared to be associated with
duration on that job.

Labor force participation, which is a mmlmal aspect of
employment performance, was relfated to a variety of
attitudinal items. A number of indicators of gricvance,
that is, discontent with work norms of bureaucracy and
authority, were associated inversely with labor force
participation in the survey. Similarly, a measure of
perceived discrimination was related - inversely to par-
ticipation. Other race-related items, for example; pref-
erence for black coworkers or supervisors, were related
inversely to- participation. and differentiated current
participants front nonparticipants. But those who never
had worked did not differ in their attitudes from those
who, although currently out of the labor force, had at
some time worked. Accordingly. the two race-related

- items_weie less uscful than the others mentioned in

explaining iabor force participation.

Attiludc§ toward “hastling,” a variety of illicit behav-
iors, "also appeared to be related to participation.
Awarceness of hustling is less discriminating a measure
than is-preference for hustling, which was also related
inversely to participation,

A number of “commitment ta work’ measures were
found to be useful. These work values appeared- to be




| N

/ . - /

' ;hble 3. Percenmt Distrlbuuon of Type of lnmmew by

- Table S. Pefcent Dustﬂbutoon of Type of Intervuew by

o Yean of School Completed Age
-~ ) Casual interviews - T T casual interview
Years of school Household Househotd ‘ -
o ' completed interview Total Sometime| Never - Age interview Tota Sometime | Naver
R " | worked |worked. : worked | worked
I ) L # : T
R . - Numbey 186 185 137 48 Number 186 185 137 48
- ", Percent N R [ 100 100 100 Percent ... .. ... 100 100 100
. . o el ) [ S .
T 8yRarsandunder ... .. ] 3 3 2 17vears ...........1 1 1 1
- Sy e T 5 7 7 8 1Byears . ....... ... =4
R 10%ears . ... . ...... 9 13 9 25 19years ........... " 6 3 15
: M.l - 23 17 17 17 20vyears ........... 14 10 4 25
T 47 ‘45 47 37 2V years . .......... 13 11 10 - 15
! 13y uandover Ce 11 1q 16 8 s 22vyears ...........| --6 11 10 15
2 e L R I O I 23vyears ....... . ... s- | 10 n 8
24vyears . .......... 5 9 9 8
: : Due to rounding, sums of individual items may not 25vears . .......... 6 - 4 8 o
g X Wyears . ....... ... 3, 5 6 2
. - : . : . 27vyears . .......... -4 3 4 a2
\ g . L 28 years .. 5 5 . 7 -
' relate(! dlr'ecgl){ t(? labor torcc'pgnucupauon,l although 29 years | o p 4 5 1T
. - some pe¢ific indicators were 1ess USCfuI than others. 30 years andover . . . .. 17 2 L) 10
Simil y.{“dnve 1o %et ahcad“ was associated positively No answer . -1 ' ;
-, wnh rticipation. A nonwork atutude the impoftance " NOTE: Du!, 10 ,oundmg' sums of mdw,dua| items may not.,
of **home and family\ .compared with other areas of life, equal totals. - - L.

was also, relatcé positively to participatiop, . ... -
Pdrsonal’ efﬁcacy. as reflected in ‘five items in the

survey questionnaire, did not have the expected positive

relation to labor force partlcnphuon This finding, which
i

Table 4, Percent Distribution of Type of Interview by
Marital Status -

[4
' . \ ) ! "PCaauaI interviews
o . Household | Sometime| Never
) Marital status interview - Total worked |worked
3 ¥ Number . ...... 186 185 | 137 48
Y ‘ sPercent ... 100 100 | 100 100
N "~ B :
N wMarried, yvith spouse .
; present - 38 16 20 6
. Bepargted . coe 8 14 16 4
' Commorilaw...,..... »n8 9 ‘[ *6
. Widowed or divorced . . 3 6 .8 - 2
Never married .. .. ... . 51 55 47 19
Noanswer ... ...... 1 th o | 2

NOTE: Due to roundmg,

sums of individual items may not
equal totals ’ :

[

'
i

contradicts some theoretical expectations as well as

other empirical investigations, suggested the need for .

reconce ptualization and further research. f
When replicated with two duration groups, stayers and
leavers, a relation could not be established clearly
between duration on-the program job and attitudes in
the areas of grievances, discrimination, race preferences,
“hustling,” work commitment, and “efficacy. Many- of

.the attitudes toward these subjects show a sirong

relationship to labor force entry, that is, participation.
but a weaker one to duration on a job.
What was related strongly to duration was a series of

items ‘measuring not general attitudes but perceptions -

and evaluations of the current job. If the job was vicwed
favorably,duratnon was more likely to be extended t
‘Finally, some demographic contexts, related to

"*duratmn are presentéa Geographic region: of origin

appears

to be related to. duration: job stayers'in
the sample were more likely to be- from the South
than were leavers. |
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Chapter I! Atmudmal ltems in Relonon to Current Parhcnpunls and

- - ’ Nonpurﬁclponts in the Labor Force

In this Chuplcr attitudinal - items are analyzed by
companng, ¢ IespOnses among  three grpups:
n houschold smnws of thuse who entered a nmn
power pruyam sccl\mg 4'joby (2) casual interviews of
those who had worked but were not currently in the
labor force, and, (3) casual interviews of those who had
never worked. The original intent was to cxammc the
attitudinal items by compiring responses of the housc
 hold interviews, that 1s, thol¢ who had sought a ]()bi with

- the casual interviews, llmns\lhose currently not lookmg
“Hor a job.-However, the unanticipated finding lhal the
casual sample included a significant numbdr of mcn who
had never worked offered andther discrete (and iinpor-
tant) component for. comparison on the continugm of
labor force participation. ‘ : b

A .variety of attitudinal“items wnll be examined in

definite expectatiors about the' relation of lhesé atti-
“tudes to labor force participation, as defined. Ef the
relation turned out to be as anticipated, then conﬁdenuc
" in the validity of the items would have been reasonable.
- This walidity would increase lhel‘ usefulness in|sub-
stantive manpower research and as social mdxcators in
other surveys of the population as a whole. If, on the
other hand, some attitudes were not related to Jabor

the absence’ of the relationship could be found. These
questions will be considered as they arise and the
ambiguous inconclusive mature of some of the ﬁndmgs
will be peinted out. ‘

. General lob Grievance ¢

Both program participants (group onc) and curfent
nonparticipants (group two) who had worked at some
time were asked, “Have .there been things about your
~ Jubs which have bothered you so much that you feit that
~.you just couldn't take it'any longer?” Those who had

never warked (group threc) were asked the'question m a

modified, form in which they had to project their
‘feelings: “Think about the kinds of jobs you could éet

right now—are there things about these jobs which ytu
feel would bother you so much that you would rather
not take them?" In response, 60 percent of current
“nonparticipants (groups 2 and 3) said “yes,” compared
‘with half of those who had cnlercd job programs (group
' one) (Sceltablc 6) .

v

relation to the three sample youps The rese.nchus had .

- force purticipation, they probably were ﬁor indic*tors-,
although adequate substantive, theoretical grounds for - -

Table 6. Percent Distribution of Labar Force Participe-
“tion by Presence of Bothersome Thmgs on Job'

Yo T e
p'e’e"m of ! Casual | Casual
bothersome Program Sometime | Never
things an job participant wo:ked- ; worked

e et i i = 82 e - e e . e - e e e P

‘ \
Number . . . ! 183 136 lrn a8
Percent . . . . | 100. 100 | 100
Yes .. ... ... 50 60 ! 60
No ... ........ 50 | 40 40

' Excluded from totals are three N.A's in 1, and olne N.A.in )t
Programi participants {I) vs, Casuals {H + |11} Cha =23.727,1d 1.
not significant {Note: In all that will appeaf‘ not significant
means that the Chi’is at a level greater than 0.05].

. This item attempted to show some mcasure _of the
dlffusc discontent, or anxicty, rooted in the job situa-
tion “Even those who had never worked appeared 1o
have these feelings about jobs; in this casé, the:

* expressed more discontent than those with current wopk
experience. An examination is made later in this repért
of specific arcas of job gncvance which were éxpected
to be particularly relevant to the population surveyed.

Informal Cultural Demands of Jots‘

It-was envisioned that informal cultural requirements
of the job might affect labor force participation, as
represented by the sample groups. This issue was
approached through several questions. First, respondents
in groups | and 2 were asked, “Do you feel that ims
you've held there was too much red tape that is, you

Table 7. Percent Distribution of Labor Force Participa-
. tion by Presence of Red Tape'

. : ' ] m
‘ Presence ) | Casual Casual
of - - Progeam Sometime Never
red tape parminpam worked . worked
Number .. .{- 183 135 ° .45
Percent , . .. 100 100 100
Yes .. ........ 19 18 55
No ........... B 82 45

'Excluded from totals are 3 N.A.'s from |:2N.A s from 11, 3
- NA'sfromWl), . _____ -
1vs. Iil Chi® = 24,0685, 1d 1., P <.001. : '
" lvs, 111 Chi* = 22,668, Idf P <.001.
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“-tvs. 11 Chit—= 14 636, fd ;) P-< 00t —
CHvsi EH, Chi? = 21213, 1d.1.. P <001,

Tab|e 8. Percent Distnbutlon of Labor Force Partic-
“ipation by Formal Lsnguage Requirement!'

. - . .- . R - B ", )
Unnuco,’swv,(y . [ o i | ng s
format | , ) Casual b Cusuat
| ! Prosgram . i
Vi ovgu e . Participant im‘mnm(- . Nover
“pequired ) D Sy worked
Lo . . . A
mm:tn ! 185 - 137 . T 46
Percitt . 100 . 100 . 100
o i S
Yos o 5 - 7 ' 32
No .. . ' 95 .. 93 ! 49
Don‘tknow . . . . S i ! ‘9
_‘.__ . - . - =k . A PR YN

l' Excludad trom totals are 3N A sun | gnd 2 11

Tihe I On? - 25317140, P -..001

1) vs 11 Chi7 < 16531, 1d £, P 001

had to follow too ntany“rules and regulations or
Cunnecessary procedures?” Those who never worked were

asked, Do you feel that there would be .. 77 The ttem
differentiated those who had never worked from the
other groups: the “riever wotked™ were more hikely to
feel that there would be ynnecessary ted tape. The
proportion of those who had never worked who, per-
cewved red tape was 5§ pereentetor prograny participants

and the sometime worked group, 1t wag 19 and 1K

petcent, respectively. (See table 7.y

Simitacly, the first tv-y groups were asked, Do you
fepl that you have beer expected to use unnecessanly
fornal lJngu:xgc on your jobs-that 1, Janguage that is
oo tancy?” Those who never worked were asked, YDo
you feel that you woild be expected to use (this

. l.mguug,c)" Again, those_who had never worked were

“mote hkdy o answer 1n the aftirmative. The dats show
that 32 puucnl of the “never worked™ group felt that

unnccessarily formal language was required, and only §

percent of the participants and 7 percent of the casual

sometime worked gr(m;i held this view. (See table 8)
Another question asked wis, “Have you felt uncom-

fortable about the wuy you were cxpulcd to drc;s on

Table 9. Percont Dlstnbutfon of Labor Force Partic-
ipation by Uncomfortable Feglmgs over Dress_

Unéom'onab&e ) ! c " (;Ill
feclings Program - 50:»::"3 Nover
*due to'dre : N
fe ond.uss‘ . p1r-nf:'|pam wor ked worked
Number ... | 183 137 a7
Percent . . . 100 100 100
. j
Yes ... ... .00 1" .9 136
No .. ....... .. "89 91 64

' Excluded from the 1otals are 3 N.A.’s

. - . .

cand I NLA in 11,
1. . —

Table 10. Percent Distribution of Labor Force Partici-
pation by Feelings of Being Bossed Around'

. . - . - . me e et eeee e

'

1 : t
Fee . | . .
; g . Casual ¢ Coasual
wh being Program
brresed arsund T par (véipar\( - Sometme | Never
o } : wovked ‘; worked
.Numbm - 183 , 1 .o 48
Pescrnt , 100" 100 100
Yos . . . a3 | 30
No . . . ... o 67 ! 69

3(‘).""( know S i . j N .,._‘.~_.L 4

'Exc!uuclj 'rom the totats are 3N A s fromland 1 N A from
w
Lvs 1H N0’ and ‘dor’t know' comtnned) Chi' = 5224, td 1, P
205 -
ll vs. 11 {"No" and don t know’ combined) Chi? = 6531, idf,,P ~
« 032

your jobs?” The “never wortked™ group was asked, Do
you feel that you would be uncomfortable . .. 2™ Again,

the same pattern was “observed; ny difference was—— -

-

mdicated  between the current md i-ast labor force
participants (L1 and 9 percent, rcspculvcly) ‘The "never
worked”™ group exhibited a higher affirmauve nsponsc
rate (36 percent). (See table 9 )

These lhrcc ttems concerning red tape, language, Jnd
dress, seek to get at the strain belween the attitudes of
the ‘hard<ore unemployed™ black man and the social
rc(llmcmcnls of the world of work. This strain, as
andicated by “yes™ responses, is greatest for the “never
worked™ group, differentiating it faiom those who have
worked. These attitudés held by those who have never
worked may be batriers to their itial entry into the
bor foree, '\

Several questions were asv\"d m relation o gricvances -

about authority and status relations on the job. It was
hy pothesized that the sample groups might be differen-

tiated in terms of discontent. First, the question was’

Table 11. Percent Distribution of Labor Force Partici-
‘pation by Feelings of Unimportance or Insignificance'

Feelings of » i it
umimportance P Casupt Casupl
or m::g::}::“ Someume |- - Néver
insignificance worked worked
Numider " . 181 R __ 48
Percent .-. . . 100 _ 100 100

Yes . ......... | 24 17 1
No ..... e e 76 82 - 81
Bon'tknow . .. .. 1 2

' Excluded from totsls are 5N A s in |,




— f S U

'Excluded from totals are four N.A.'s from | and one N.A.

from i, ~
Lvs. 11l {"No's + 'don’t know’ combined) Chy? = 19815, 1d.f. P
<0.001. o
- AL vs. 1t ('No’s + 'don’t know' combined) Ch? =.'1.041, 1d.f., P
N <0.001.

2]

asked,» ““Have you often felt bossed around on your
jobs?™ The “never worked™” were asked, Do you feel
that you would often be ... 7" The "ncvcr worked”
group were more likely to uns_wu “yes'" (52 percent).
This response is proportionately greater than the rates
for the other two groups; they responded “yes™ about
these experiences, 33 and 30 percent, respectively . (See
table 10.)

The samples of - those who had wu(kt’d then were
asked, **idave you often felt unimportant of insignificant

1 "
you think yor would feel .. . 7" This item’s purpose was
to measure the degrading aspect of the job as perceived

some. This item, like the preceding item, showed a
noteworthy affirmative response rate. No significant
difference was observed between groups. l(ch table 11))
Finally, in this serics, the question was asked, *Did

/

Table 13. Grievances Occurring on Program Job and
: Total Grievances

Program
Grievance job .Tmal
grievance | 9rievances
' Things that would bother s0 much . 34 91
.. Redtepe .................... 17 34
. Formal language . ............. r 10
Dress,...c.oooveiiiiiigins 15 1
Bossed-around . ... ............ 37. 60
Felt unimportant or insignificant . 25 44
-, They tried to make me feel unim- .
portant or insignificant ...... . 20 © 40
Total ............... e 183 300

'l"ab|e 12. Percent Distribution of Labor Force Partici-
pation by Perceptior. of Attempts to Make One Feel
Unimportant or Insignificant'

Perceiving attempts | b Lo
to r_nakg one feel Program Casual” : Casual.
unimportant or participant Sometime | Never

insignificant \worked worked
Number .. -} ! 182 136 48
Percent ., ... ! 100 100 100

Yes ... . ...... 22 21 56

No ... ...... 78 78 .35 .

Don'tknow ... .. ' Lol 1 ‘8

on your jobs*” The never worked group was asked, ‘Do -

by the -respohident and the low esteem experienced by -

‘Table 14. Grievance by Area and Whether It was on a

Program Job or Not

They tried to make

]| Ongmal Program t Nonprogram
! program .+ (ob ' job .
Grievance - ! participants grievanc;e ' grievance
' grievance rate | rate* ! rate
'i (percent) (percen‘) . (percent}
—— e - g ST QU S HOU
Things that would i ! ;’
bother so much ., . .| 50 © 20 i N
Redtape.......... .| 19 o0 9, -
-’Language..........‘ 5 i 3 ! 3 .
Dress .......... U § I S R 3
Bossed-around . ..... ‘ 33 I - 22 I' 13
Felt unimportant ) i
¢ 10
|-

of insignificant ... ; 24 i 16
i

me feel unimportant |

or«n5|g|nhcanl J 22 L 12 —J n

' These percentages are computed on a base which is 18 t'ess
than the original total. The cases remqced represent respondents
for whom there were no program jobs. * ¢

_people.on the job try to make you feel uniniportant or .

insignificant?”" The never worked group was asked, “Do
you think pedple-might try to mike you feet unim.
portant or insignificant on jobs you tould get” This
question was added since it was believed - thai some *
respondents would hesitate to answer affirmatively to
the preceding question since an affirmative answer might
indicate their sense of inadequacy. Consequently, it

.would be easier to answer the Tatteritem (** ... people

might try . . . "), which weuld appear less threatening to
the rcspondcnt because of its indirectness.

The: anticipated results were vcnhcd since, in the
preceding item, the “‘never worked” group drastically
changed. its pattern of response, and answered in the
affirmative somewhat less than the program group. But
when asked the less sensitive question, “‘Do you think
people might try to make you feel...?” the familiar
patiemn reappeared: Their affirmative response|rate rose.
Slightly over one-half of the “never worked" group held
this view compared with about one-fifth of [the other
two groups. Clearly, this series of items shed: jome light
on the man who “never worked™ and on someaspects of
labor force participation. (See table 12.)

What is striking is the number of these grievances that
occurred on the program job. From one perspective, the
frequency is high, since one would think that on these
jobs, supposedly set aside for the “hard-core unem-
ployed”, a sensitivity to the special needs of the recruits’
would be established. Probably, many of the firms
involved have not had **hard-core unemployed™ blacks'
working for them and the firstline supervisors had had
little or no contact with them before the program
started. Apparently, program firms may not be ade-
quately prepared to meet the on-the-job needs of the




Table 15. Grievances by Labor Force Participation
(wit[\ Recomputed Program Participation Rate)

Prog|ram I H
. Gri ; participant: Casupl Casual
e | namamion | STESTE || N
) 9(:::::::)‘ (percent) | (percent)
Things that would
s bother' . ....... 31 60 60
‘ Red tape? ... ..... 9 18 55
/ . Language® . .. ..... 3 7 32
i L Dress* ........... 3 9 36
: Bossed-around® . ... S K 30 52
Felt ummportam
or insignifi-
cant® ... 10 17 17
They tried to '
make me feel!
unimportant or
insignificent” ... 1 21 56
"tvs. (H + 1L}, (2 X 2 table), Chi? = 30.373, Id.f., P<.001.

?1ve. 1 vs, L1, (2 X 3 table), Chi’ = 51.855, 2d.f., P < 0.001.
*bvs. 1l vs. 114, (2 X 3 table), Chi® ='43.384, 2d.f., P < 0.001.
“Ivs: 1t vs. 111, (2 X 3 table), Chi* = 45.938, 2d.f., P <0.001.
Stvs. Hovs. HIL, (2 X 3 tabie}, Chi® = 35.759, 2d.f., P'<0.001.

“tows. (11 + 1H), (2 X 2 table), Chi*® = 3.503, 1d.f., not
significant.

Tivs. s, (L, (2x 3 table), Chi? = 4B.025, 2d.1., P <.001.

o **hard-core unemployed™. (See table 13.)

Earlier, program participants were shown not to differ
from the casual sometime worked respondents in terms
‘of grievance rates. (See tables 6—12.) However, they did
differ from the “never worked™ on most items. Accord-
ingly, the items show some, if limited, relationship to
labor force participation. The :elatlvely high rates for
the program participants will now be explained.

The program participant rate of grievance combines 2
sub-rates: a rate of grievance on program jobsand a rate
of grievance on other than program jobs. If the program-
job grievances are removed from each table 3nd only the
resultlng new rate (for .program participants) of griev-
ance on jobs other than the program job is left, the new
rate is reduced substantially for each item, and more in
accord with the anticipated results. (Sce table 14.) These

new rates ¢an now be compared with the rates for the

casual samples. (See table 15.) Labor force participation
appears to be related to grievance. Program participants
- were less likely to have been discontented with. job
situations than nonparticipants.
experiences or job attitudes would affect the propensity
to enter the labor force. .
The original grievance rates for program participants
(all jobs included) were inflated because of the effects of

a

Q ' o

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Probably, these job

Table 16. Number Unable to Name Grievance-Related
Jobs by Grievance Area and Labor Force Participation

Numter— ! Number—
"don’t know's’’ "“all things"
' ] i ] "
Srievances Progr.a'm Casut.yl Progr.a.m ‘Casupl
Partici- | Sometime | Partici: | Sometime
pant worked pant worked
Things which have
bothered ... ... 0 0 1 0
Red tape ....... 1 0 2 0
Language ....... 1 . 0 1 1
Dress .......... 0 0 " 0
_ Bossed-around . . . 0 0 4 2
Feit unimportant
or insignificant 0 0 1 1
They tried to make
me feel unim-
portantor insig
nificant ....... 0 0 2 0
Treated unfairly )
because black .. 0 0 1 2

grievance-producing program jobs. In fact, the program
job increased the original grievance rate to the point that
it approximated that of the casual sonetime worked
group. It would be interesting to know whether these
discontented participants end up in the same condition
as the casual respondents, that is, not Inoking for work.

In the series of items which purported to measure the

acknowledgement of grievance with jobs, a question was

asked on what job the specific problem occurred. The
thinking was that a *don't know"” response would
indicate the problem was an attitude or expectation that
the worker brought to the job. The extreme attitude or
expectation would be that of a ““malcontent.” On the

other hand, if the respondent could name a specnﬁclob ,

" Table 17. Percent Distribution of Labor Force Partici-

+ pation by Preference for Supervisor!

il 11
Preference |
for Progam | 1 ever
supervisor pa‘rtctfcpnnt worked worked
Number . . 172 131 . 47
.. Percent . . ... 100 100 100
Black .......... 46 63 66
White ..... e 4 1
Either .......... 50 | a7 34

' Excluded from totals are 14 N.A.'s in |; 6N. Alsinil; 1 N.A.
in 11,

bowvs, (1L + 1D (2 X 2 table) chi* = 10. 249, 1d.%. P <0.001.

NOTE: Due to foundmg, sums of individual items may not
add to totals. -
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he had held, then this response would suggest that his
perception was rooted in the reality of the actual job.
Very few respondents could not specify the jobs
(occupation and industry) in which they had the
problem affirmed. (See table 16.) ===t =x"==®

Also included in table 16 are the number of
respondents who replied *‘all of them™ when asked to
name jobs where they experienced these grievances. This
is a nonspecific response, akin to ‘‘don’t know;” and
very few cases were reported. This finding supports the
contention that the grievances cannot be divorced from
the nature of the jcb. - \

Race-Related Items

Three explicitly race-related items were examined. The

anticipated result was that some measure of race
_preference, of “‘consciousness of kind ™" would be related
to labor force - participation—that 1s, parochial racial

attitudes held by the respondents c:,uld limit their labor
market mobility. Appropriately, th. question was asked,
“Who are you more comfortable with—a white or black
supervisor?” The *“never worked” sample was asked,
“Who would you be more comfortable with . .
_table 17)

The current nonparticipants (groups 2 and 3) ‘were
more litely to be comfortable with a black supervisor
(about two-thirds) than were the program participants
(less thar half). This item was followed up with a similar
question, but this time relating to coworkers. (See table
18.) The same pattem emerged. The program partici-

. pants were less likely ic be concerned about the race of

cowcrkers than the “current nonparticipants. Labor

“market participation seems to be positively related to

fecling comfortable with members of either race on the

“job. And those nonparticipants who had never worked

13
o

Table 18. Percent Distribution of Labor Force Partici-
pation by Coworker Preference’

1 11
Preference - I

program | S|
coworker participant worked worked

Number . ... 180 133 © 47

- Percent ... .. 100 100 100

Black . ........ L 54 75 7

White .......... 2 1 2

Either .......... 44 24 26

'Excluded from the totals are 6 N.A.'s in 1;: 4 N.A'sin II; 1

" N.A.in 1.

Lvs: {1l + 111} {2 X 2 table) Chi® = 15.656, 1d.f., P <0.001.. .

. (See

Table 19. Percent Distribution of Labor Force Pamcn

pation by Perception of Dnscnmmatnon

. noo "
Perceptio |

B N DS i
discrimination participant worked worked

Number . ... ‘183 136 47

Percent..... 100 100 100

Yes ............ 37 32 - 42

No............. . 63 67 42

Don't know - ..... - 1 15

'Excluded from totals are 3 N.A.'s in I; one N. A in 11; and
one N A.in |l

NOTE: Due to rounding, sums of individual items may not
equal totals.

did not differ from those who had worked at some time.
A question was included to measure perception of
discrimination at-work: “Have you ever been treated
unfairly or badly on the jobs you've had, because you
are black?” (*Would be ... " for the “never worked.”)
Around two-fifths of the “never worked" said “yes” and
one-third of the other two groups. (See table 19.)

The apparent lack of ditference between participants
and “casual sor.ctime worked” was a function of
merging grievances on ihe program job with grievénces
experienced on other jobs held by the program partici-
pant. By factoring out the cases in which grievances were
on the program job and recomputing a new rate, that is,
proportion of program participants experiencing dis-
criminatory treatment on other jobs, the researchers
found the new rate (20 percent) was less than that of the
casual sometime worked (32 percent) and even less than

that of the never worked group (42 percent). (See tables -

19 and 20.) Thus, as with items in tables 6 to 12,
program job grievances were responsible for the rela-

Table 20. Discrimination Peroelved by Program Partici-

pants by Job Context’ :

’

Program { Non- .

Original
i program |  job .program
tem participation ‘doscnm- : job dis-
discrimination matton crimination
Percent experienc- o i
ing unfair treat- 8 RSN
ment because -
black .. ........ 37 18 20
N=183 * |N = 367'| N =183

"This figuré excludes 16 respondents, for whom no. program :

job was available.

14 -
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. Table 21. Percent Distribution of Lébpr’Fafée Partici-
" pation by, Perceived Opportunities for Hustling'

! 1 m
Casual Casual
Sometime Never
. worked worked

Perceived
. opportumues
N for ™

hustling

Program
participani

Number .... | - 180.
Percent ..... Y100

136 46
100 100

i Yes g 53 . 80 76
: oL omo. 42 ST 22
——Don'tknow..i... | - s . 27
'Excluded lrom the !(otals aresix N.A's lrom I; one N.A. from
II two NLA.'s from |14,
“tovs, lIE 4+ 1) {'No's’ and ‘Don’t knows’ combmed) Chi? =
15.624, 1d.1.,P < 0.001. '

twely high fate of gncvances expenenced by the
partncnpant sample. :

- "Hustlmg

It was anticipated that labor force pdrtlmpatlon would
be related to partncnpatmg in hustling or to favorable

and is willing to obtain money from sources other ‘than’
“regular work, his participation in the “straight” world of
work would be expected to be réduced. Respondents
were asked, “In"your part.of town, are:there opportuni-
ties to make money through hustling?” Here, the two
casual, nonparticipant subsamples, although not differ-

A
L pared with one-half) than were the job program partici-

pants. (See table 21.)

The respondents were then asked “Which is bet-
. .

Table 22. Pércent Distribution of Labor: Force Partici- |

pation by Preference for Hustling or Regular Job'

: U B S | I 1]
Preference " .- Program 9”"?' Casual
participant Sometime Never .
- worked worked
Number .... 182" . 135 48
Percent.,... 100 - 100 100
Regular job . ..... 91 59 23
Hustling ........ 3 ) 17 . 42
< Don‘tknow...... y 6 - 24 35

. : ) N ’ '
'Excluded from the totals are 4 N.A.sin {; and 2N.A.'s in |I.
Lvs. lLvs. 111 (2X 3 table) Chi’ = 98.716, 2d.f., P <0.001.

ERIC: '

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

attitudes about. hustling. (Hustling comprises illegal or'
marginally legal income-producing activities.) If one can

ing from one another, were substantially more likely to .
o percelve such opporttnities (overthi€e-fourths com- .

1
|

Table 23A. ” Percent Distribution of Labor Force Partici-
pation by Commitment to Work Attitudes'

Would you rather " . "
be sround the | .
A ; : Casuial Casual
neighborhood all Prc?gfam Sometime Never
day than go to Participant worked worked
a regular job? i
Number . .. ... 183 137 48
Percent . .. ... 100 . 100 100
Yes ..., 14 34 50 -
No..ovienen.. | .8 /| ea . 40
' Dontknow..'.‘..: 1 .2 . {10

'Excluded from the totas are thiee N.A.s in I,
b vs. 1 vs. II1, (2 X 3 table). “’No,” the committed response, is in
one row, 'ves’’ and '‘don’t know' are in the second row. Chi? =
45957, 2d.f., P <0001

‘NOTE: Due to roundmg, sums of individual items may not
equal totals.’ o

| -

ter ... aregulas job or hustling?” This was a more direct

"question and reveals an even clearer pattern. Ninety-one

percent of the program - participants said regular jobs
compared with 59 percent of the cuirent nonpartici-
pants ‘who had worked sometime, compared with only

- 23 percent of those who had never worked. (See table

22)

- .

Commitment to Work

“A ‘series of 6 itéms were included to measure “com-
mifment to work, "1 the extent to which a worker
believes in the “traditional™ work ethic. The’ responses

: were generally consistent with the expectatlon that the
- “program participants would be the more committed and

.

Table 238. Percent Distribution of Labor Fotcs Partici-
pation by Commitment to Work Attitudes’

If you hid enough o : T
.. money 9othat you I N e
"« would not have to Program Casual Casusl
hold down a regu- participant Sometime Never
lar job, would you worked worked
still vyofi?
4 1
Number . ..... 183 .137 48
Percent . ..... 100 100 100
Yes oo.oieennns 70 50 27
No............. T29 - 48 ‘65
- Don’tknow...... 1 2 L

.~ K]
1 Excluded from the totsls are thres N.A's in |.
I vs. llvs. I, (2 X 3 Table). “Yes,” the commited responss, is in

-~-one row, "no’’ and “don’t know" are in the second row. Chi? =

25182 2df P<000‘l “

1,0
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Table 23C. Porcont Dlltribﬁnon of Labor Force Partici-
pation by Commitment to Work Attitudes’

Some of the main . " m
interests and ples- | Casual Casuai
sures in |ife are Program Sometime Never
connected with a participant worked worked
regular job. :
Number ...... 183 137 48
Percent ...... 100 100 100
Yes ..l ..z, 73 32 19
No............. 24 58 62
Don‘t know . ...... 3 10 19

'Excluded from the totals are three N.A.'s from |.
Ivs. Il vs. 111, {2 X 3 Table). ""Yes,” the committed response, is
in one row, "'no” and “don‘t know'’ are in the second row. Chi?
=101.925, 2d.f., P < 0.001.

- -

that the casual, nonparticipant respondents, less com-

) mitted. (See tables 23, A-F.)

In most instances, the two groups that made up the
casual samplecould be further differentiated from one
another; the never worked group showed even less
commitment than' the sometime worked group. This was

< not the case with Item E (table 23.E), or Item F (table

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

. V‘

23-F), where no difference between groups is indicated.
Items A, B, C, and D, would appear, at this stage of
analysis, to be the better measures of commitment to
the “traditional” work ethic.

memmrent to work” values, though they may not

, les, seem to have some relation to labor force
cipation, To this extent, the data qualified Gerald

;bflated to work performance or other on-the-job
(]

Gur{n's criticism of the approach which “sees poverty’

grops as lacking some of the goals, aspirations, and
valygs of *‘middle-class” society ..."”' ! In distinguishing
T&K3D Percent Distribution of Labor Force Partici-
pation by Commitment to Work Attitudes’

- Regular work is i 1 1
one of the most, Casual Casual
satisfying parts p:::g:;::\t -1 Sometime Never

of life. ) worked worked
Number . ..... 182 ' 137 48
Percent . ..... 100 100 100

Yes ............ 55 20 15

No..... Ceees 41 72 69

Don‘t knh e 4 7 17

' Excluded from the totals are four N.A.'s in |,
Fvs. {H+ §11), {2 X 2 Teble). “Yes,” the committed responses,
sre in one row, 'no’’ and-’don’t kriow" are in the other. Chi? =
49.816, 1d.f., P<0.001. ) -

NOTE: Due to rounding, sums of mdlvudusl items may not
equsl totals. :

- Tpow

Table 23E. Percent Distribution of Labor Force Partici-

pation by Commitment to Work Attitudes'

Spare-time activi- | 14 o
ties are much Casual Casual
- more enjoyable p:::zir:::n Sometime Never
than regular work worked worked - -
Number . . . ... 182 | 136 a7
Percent . ..... - 100 - 100 100
Yes ... 62 84 70
No............. 32 ' T10 . 1
Don‘tknow . . .... 6 6 L 19

‘Excluded from'the totals are four N.A'sin l oneN. A, in Il '

_-and, one N.A. in |II.

CLvs. (H+ 111}, (2 X 2 tabte), “No,” the committed response, is in

one row, “yes" and ‘‘don’t know' are in the other row. leni?
= 21952, 1d.f., P <.001.

the working from the nonworking poor, these values are
not irrelevant. However, for the working poor, these
valies are of little use in explaining work performance.
(See further dlscussmn of work commitment in Chapter
1L ) «

Drive to Get Ahead

Two items attempted to measure “drive to get ahead.”
These indicators differed from work commitment in that
they were less ideological and involved the respondent’s

* philosophical assumptions less than the pregeding group

of questions. Both items differentiated the sample
groups. Program participants were more willing than the
casual sometime worked group to move in order to get
ahead, 65 and 57 percent, respectively. This latter group,
in tyrn, was more willing to move-than those who never
worked (33 percent). When respondents were asked

Table 23f Percen« Distribution of Lsbor Force Partici-
pation by Commitmen; to Work Attitudes

. tt "
Work is just a | .

way of making Program S:r:sel:?r:w %a::::
money: participant worked worked

Number . . . ... 183 137 47
Percent .. ..., 100 100 - 100/

/

Yes .ot Il 69 ,.. 66

NO. ..o vvvennn 28 22 © 28

Don‘tknow . ...., R | 10 6

'Excluded from the totals are three N.A.'sin | and one N.A."in
"

NOTE: Due to rounding, sums of individual items may not
equal totals.
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Table 24A. Percent Distribution of Labor Force Partici-

Table 25A. Porcent Distribution of Labor F rce Partici-

pation by Drive to Get Ahead Indicators'
Toget ahead, -
~would you be will- i ] 1.
ing to move your Program Casua! Casuat
family to a new participant Sometime Never
part of the N worked worked
country? .
Number .. .... 183 137 RRPT I
Percent ..., .. 100 100 100
Yes ........... 66 57 fsa-~'
No............. 30 39 58
-Don‘tknow .. .... . -5 4 8
! Excluded from the totals are three N.A.'s in |. ~
I vs. Itl (*"No’s" and "'don't know's" in one row) Chi’ =14.578, __
1d.f..P < 0.001. '
I vs. 0l {"*Na's” and * don t know’s"* in one row) Chi? = 7.078,
1d.£.,.P<O.N.
NOTE: Oue to -ounding, sums of individual items may not
equal totals. c”
N
about “willingness to do work you don’t like,” the

differences were as great, if not greater. The data show
that around two-thirds of the participants would have
been willing while only half of the casual sometime -

.- worked_would. The. proportion drops to a fifth for the

‘never wori(ed (See tables 24A and 24B,)

P

: Efficacy

Five efficacy/items, which had béen used before by
Gerald Gurin, were employed in this study. Mr., Gurin
believes that efficacy, the extent to which one feels he .
has a control over his -destiny as opposed to being dege’r»"
mined by external forces, is crucial for job success.
Efficacy- in ‘the Gurin sense overrides other considera-

Table 24B. Percent Distribution of Labor Force Partici-

© pation by Efficacy Attitudes'
| 1} mn
. Attitudes Program . Cuugl Casual
participant Sometime Never
worked worked
Number . ., ... SN 183 137 48
.Percent ........... 100 100 100
When | make plans | am
almost certain that |
tan make them work .. 51 58 56
. 1tis not always & goed o
’, idea to plan too far . !
ahead, because many - |-
things turn out to be
' a matter of good or .
bad luck anyway ..,.. . 49 42 44
Don'tknow...:0 7, ...t 1 .

VE xcluded from the totals are thnlee N.A,'s from |.

NOTE: Due to rounding, sums of individual items may not
equal totals,

tions of values and cultural expectations, which the data
in this study have shown to be of some import.

- Therefore, it was considered important to learn more

about efficacy, rightly considered a crucial issue on
theoretical grounds as well as on the basis of Gurin’s
empirical investigations. BLS data showed no clear
pattern-of differentiation among the sample groups on
the issue of efficacy. (See tables 25A-E.)

In one table (25-B), the never worked group answered
more in the efficacious direction than did the other

~ nonparticipant group; the responses of this group, in

turn, indicated greater feelings of efficacy than were felt
R A

Table 25B. Percent Distribution of Labor Force Partici-

‘pation by Efficacy Attitudes’.

pation by Drive to Get Ahead Indicators’

v

Would you be
illing to do - 0 0] il
w::kmg c:!or(:'t B ra Casual  Cesual
oy you do E ':)9 mt Sometime Never
ike in order L par mnpan worked worked
to get ahead . . 2
_Number .,.. 182 137 a8
Percent . ..., 100 100 100
2
Yes oo /63 . 49 21
No............. 34 45 75
Don‘tknow...... 3 6 4
' Excluded from the totals are four “N.A." T

vs. livs.

. raw) Chi* = 27,523, 2d.f., P <0.001,

Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

-~

1], 2 X 3 Table, {("No's’” and ’ Don t know's" in one

: 1l 1]
- |
. Casual Casual
Attltus!es p::zg::::n . Sometime Never
b worked worked
Number ......... 182 137 48
Percent . ..., . .5+, 100 100 . 100
I've usually felt pretty
sure my life would
work out the way | ‘
wantitto ........... 33 42 54
There have been times
when | haven’t been . ¢
very sure that my life - .}~
" would work out the
way I wentitto ......| . .66 57 46
Don‘tknow . .......... | 1 e

*. * Excluded from the tots! are four N.A.'s from 1.
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Table 25C. Percent Distribution of Labor Force Pamcl- "./

T.ble 255 Percem Dlstr;butlon of Labor Foree Particl-

pation by Efficacy Attitudes’ ( 5 pation by Eﬂlcacy Attitudes' o
s ‘
. | n A 1] I I e
Attitudes Program Casual %”“a' Attitudes Program Casual i”“"
participant Sometime ever .| participant Sometime ever
’ ] worked worked . . worked worked
Number ... ...... 182 137 48 Number .......... .| 180 136 46
Percent .. ........ 100 100 100 - Percent ........... 100 U100 - 100
o : 4 : . .
‘When people disagree _ When ! make plans ahead
with me, | scmetimes t usually get to .
start to wonder ) ] carry things out the ‘ . .
* whether I'm right ..... 37 42 : 29 way | expected .. ... .. 56 ! 46 62.
I nearly always feel -- - . o Things usually come up N o
sure of myseif, even to'make me change -
when people disagree - my plans ... .. cenabe 44 54 . 48
withme............ 62 ' 68 .69 T Dontknow ,l......... 1 . i
..Donltknow.............. 2 . 2 ‘\ B
‘ . - a 'Excluded from the totals are six N.A.’s from 1; one N.A. from
' Excluded from the totals are four N.A.'s from |. ., I1; two N.A.'sfrom 111,

NOTE: Due to rounding, sums of mdl\ndual items méy not

equal totals,

]

Table 25D. Percent Distribution of Labor Force Partici-

’ .pation by Effi{:acy Attiiupes‘

0

(

\

equal totals.

for Never Worked )

Ve

NDTE Due to rounding, sums of individual items may not

Table 26. Percent Reponmg Hustling by Efflcacy Items

7
, G o / n n oo No : Refused
Attitudes Program Casu;l Casual Efficacious responses hustling Hustling to .
participant’ Sometime | Never rons answer
- / worked worked
7 - —When | make plans, | -am
Number,..... e 182 135 48- almost.certain that | can
Pereont . ... ... ..., 100 100 100 have themwork ......... 62 63 25
L : (N=21) (N=23) (N=4)
I often have trouble mak-. [ I've usually felt pretty
ing up my mind about - '/ : B — sure my life could work :
important decisions ... |/ 29 29 29 out the way | wantitto ... 29 | 22 50
tdon’t have much trouble | - . S, : (N=21) | (N'23)' (N=4)
makingup mty mind, / ) | nearly always fee! sure of ~ -

_aboutimportant deci- v mysel f, even when people )
sions ............ Ao N [A n dusagree withme ........ 67 ° 66 75
el Don‘t know .. .... ppopees ‘Tﬁ\ el {N=21) | (N=23) | (N=4)~

g ; I don°t have much trouble ' : =
‘Excluded from’ the totals are four N.As from 1, and two making up mind about .
N.A.'s fromil. important decmun ....... " 70 . 50
/ " (N=21) [ (N=23) | (N=4)
P . . When | make plans ahead,! : '
/ P 2t usually get to carry
- /. ¥ : things out the way | ' : :
/ /ot - expected ........... -~ 81 59 75
/ ' / . (N=21) (N=23) . (N=4)
/// /
L/ v .
Lo ' -
s N s . Z %
/ ) 13 B ‘ s
A= /-\‘--: ~
/ 7 ¥ 18
o
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Table 27. Percent 'Diltri‘bution of Labor Force Partici-

pation by Most Important Part of Life! L
ey
. S m
Most R & .
important Program’ SOCr:::u.vlrn %‘:3::
part of life perticipant wbrhed | worked
Number ......... 182 135 % W
Percent.......... 100 100 - 100
Meking a lt:vinq ......... 23 23 %6
Friendships .......... - B 19 16
Sparetime activities ... ., 2 2 .|l. -9
Home and famity . .....: 70 . 66 | . 40
Dontkﬂow.‘..’;..-...... » \1. [ L TP ‘

'Exctuded from the nbfp sre 1our N A ] from thoJﬂ,A, L -

from 11; one N A, from m, j o

et —

Pve. Hovs. 1, 2 %3 Gable, ("'ljomo + FMIv'J in one row, all S

others in second row) Cht’\- 185, 7,‘26 f.,P<0.001;.

NOTE:. Due to rounqu, cums of individual itams may not
equal totals.

.\
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-

by the program participants, 'Ihe pattern is the. reverse .

of what was expected. -
It was thought that this mlght be ‘due to the high
proportion of *hustling” .in the never wqued group

(arounid” half). Hustlers, after all, as the name suggests, .

K3

L &./-—- [

" never warked, These results were in the _expected "
dlrectlon (See table 27) Mo

even though it is ‘not necessarily thruugh “legmmnte" =

‘means. But an examination of tables/ relating hustling

to the efﬁcacy items does not show any positive
findings. Hustlers, as identified in the sample, do not
have feelings of greater efficacy. (See table 26.)

Efficacy does not seem to be a factor in the minimum_
work performance, labor force entrx It:miy be related
positively to other measures of peﬂbrmance and’success
as Gurin’s data suggest, This issue wtlLbe returned to in-a

‘subsequent section. At tlus pomt work can be viewed as
“a process -in which different attttudes are engaged at -

differént stages of one‘s "career

Flnally, when asked which part/ of life is most._ .
important to him, his way of making @ living, his
friendships, his spare-time activities, or his home and
family, ‘“home and famdy" was - selected by-a_high
proportion (70 percent)of prOgram partic yants, about -
one-half of the casual nonparticipants wha had worked
at some time, and only two-fifths of thdse who - had .-
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Chapter lil. Attitudindl Items in Relation to

““Stayers'’

In the previous chapter, the responses of persons in

and out of the labor force to a given set of attitudinal -
items were compared. In this chapter, the responses to -

these same and other items will be compared for two

. subsample’ groups of persons in the labot force. These

persons are identified as *‘stayers” or *‘leavers” based on

. the length of employment on the prog?am job.

", ~ Originally, the intent was to establish arbrtrarrly
extreme duration criteria; that is, leavers were to be -
those who left the program job withirf .3,3 -month period -
and stayers were to be those who remained on the

program job 12 months or more. However, because of
the small number falling in these categories, the stayer

leaver classification | was imade after a prehmmary

the utrlrty of such items for future use in identifying the

~ problem of why some men take a job and leave it. The

substantive- analysis which follows is, primarily for

" methodological purposes that is, to test the validity of

the items.

The sample of men who participated in manpower
programs (186 cases) was sorted into groups as follows:
one group of men who were on manpower program jobs

8 months or more (88 cases); one group who quit in 7 .

months or less (62 cases); a group of 16 men for whom

no job was available; and 20 others who could not be .

iffed i f /job. (Typically, they - .
classiffed in terms of months on the job. (Typically, they with respect to a number of variables that characterize

were given the job within the.7 months prior to the

 interview and were still on it; thus it could not be said

that they were on it 8 months the cut-off point. In

- other cases, respondents were/laid—of_f for economic
reasons or quit for a better job; they, too could not be

classified.)

1

The: comparison was made of the first two groupq«- o

“stayers” "and “‘leavers”—in terms of a number . of
characteristics.' 2 Some of these itéms were looked at
carlier in comparing the sample groups. These earlier
comparisons will be alluded to here when necessary. -

A characteristic which appears to differentiate stayers ”

and leavers is the average wage earned per month
worked, in. the 12-month period prior to entering the

program job. This measure of prior performmce was -

expected to be related to subsequent performance as
measured by duration on the program job. The stayers

were slightly more likely to have had higher wages—57

percent had earned over $400 a month compared with
46 percent for the leavers, (See table 28.)

“Leavers'

Tabie 28. Percent Distribution of Duratron by Avenge
Monthiy Woge'

Aversge wage Stayers Leavers
NUMDOT . e 67 46
P,rcent .................... 100 100

Under 8400 smonth ... ........... 43 54
Ovoruoo-momn e 657 | 46

. 'Exéludod trom the totals ere 21° xtayers and 16 Isavers who
had not worked the full prior 12 months.
Stayers vs. Leavens Chi? = 931, 1d.f., not significant.
| ! o

"An' examination of the schooling of the program

v participants in relation to the. program source or

analysrs of the resp dhﬁ
The stasysy/ e Anal{srs of respomes to the
itims discussed in this chapter is crucial for establishing ™ >

manpower agency will give some idea of the extent to
which the programe* ‘“‘creamed-off™ the better educated
applrcants The question arose whether some programs
weremore: likely to recrvit men who did not need the
assistance of the program. (See table 29.)

Except .for one source, the majority in each program
were high school graduates. To that extent, possibly the
programs were not selecting the most difficult cases. -

‘Stayers _and .leavers differ in terms of educational

- attainment. (See table 30.) Stayers were more lijtely fo

have been at least high school graduates than were
leavers. Of stayers, 70 percent had completed 12 or
more .years of formal education compared with 51
percent~ of leavers. Stayers and leavers were compared

the job that, they got through a manpower program

Table 29. Percent Distribution of Prognm Sources by
Educstions! Attsinment’

T Totsls . Educstional attainment

g Sources ‘ (percent)

Number | Pertent 8-11 years | 12 years
Total of sil “ -

.. SOurces . 182 100 )| 59
Source A . ..., 20 | 100 | 40 60
Source 8 ,..... 38 | 100" ',‘ 48 54
Source C ... ... 24 100 | 58 ~42
Source D . -~ 30 100 L. 43 .57
Source E ..... . 18 100 - A4 56 .
Source F ... 16| 100 19 ... B1
Source G ..... 12 100 2% 75
Source H ..... 10. | .100 40 60
Sourcel ...... 6 100 17 83
Source J ...... 7 100 29 71

! Excluded ers four N.A'S.

20
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- First, the hourly wage received on the program job was
examined. (See table 31.) The stayers were more likely
to have received higher wages. The earnings of 61,
percent of the stayers were $3.00 an hour or more, but

only 24 percent of the leavers earned as much. Table 3!.

shows the influence that economic incentives can have
on turnover. The percent differences in table 31 should
be compared with those of tables 32 to 37.

The survey went beyond this objective attribute of the
job to the respondent’s own attitudes, how he felt about
the job. Stayers and leavers were compared in terms of

“their general job satisfaction. They were asked: “‘How

satisfied, in general, are (were) you with your job?

Completely satisfied, pretty satisfied, not very satisfied,
- not at all satisfied?” This question is the classic item to

Table 30. Percent Distribution of Duration by M
tional Attainment!

Years of school compi;ted Stgyers Leavers
Number ........... NUURY JUUUE I 7 61
Percent .......:..... .\.-,\.,.:.,.n. 100 100

B-11 VIS . ..oooreeernn 30 49
oy morsyaas 1 | g

lExc!uded from the total are one N.A.in the stayers, and one
N.A. from the leavers.

Stayers vs. leavers, Chi’ = 4.856, 1d.f., P <0.05. (Chi' was’

calculated from a ‘2 X 2 table, with the 8-11 years categ(fry
against all others.)

Table 31. Percent Distribution of Duration by Hourly

. the 2 groups The proportion of stayers who were =~ e

measure satisfaction with the ensemble of job attrib-
utes—ingrinsic (the task) and extrinsic (the conditions
surroundmg the task). (See.table 32.) The stayers were . <
more likely to be satisfied with the job. Seventy-six * -
percent of stayers were completely satisfied or pretty !
satisfied compared with 45 percent of leavers.
An attempt was made to breakdown; this general
attitude into specifics by asking about satisfaction with ' , |
pay on this job. (**How satisfied are (were) you with the . |
pay you receive(d)?"") (See table 33.) . ' |
The data show that pay atisfaction also ifferentiated : '

completely or pretty satisfied with pay was 61 percent; - . l"
the comparable figure for leavers was 49 percent. I
However, this difference is not as great as for general job '

. _satisfaction.

Another attitude examined was whether the program
participant felt that on the program job he had a chance -
to “‘get ahead.” This was.an attempt to get at the o
relationship between one’s view of a job as a“dead end” ° ’
and one’s attachment to the job. (See table 34.)

- Stayers (70 percent) were: much more likely to view
the job as providing a chance to get ahead than were

) leavers (47 percent). ‘This item furnished another clue to
the source of job attachment—the concern for advance-

ment on the .job (The question was asked about the
chance *‘for you” to get ahead on the program job.) The
item menls inclusion in a large- scale survey since it

Table 33. Percent Distribution of Duratlon by Pay
Satisfaction on Program Job'

Wage Rate Degree of satisfaction Stayers Leavers I
Hourly wage rate__. Stayers Leavers Number .................... 87 59
—+ Percent .................... 100 100
Number ./........ A 87 62 . .
Percent /. ... ... ... .. .. ... ... h 100 100 Completely satisfied or pretty satistied 61" - 49
' _ i - Not very satisfied or not at all satisfied 39 51
$299o0rtless”.................... " 39 76
$300ormore ................... 61 24

' €xcluded from the stayer tota‘lv isone N.A.
Stayers vs. leavers, Chi’ = 18.288, 1d.f., P < 0.001.

Table 32. Percent Dmnbtmon of Duration by General
Satisfaction on Program Job'

Degree of satistaction Stayers Leavers
Number .......oovvvnennnn.. 88 60
Percent .................... 100 100
" Completely satisfied or pretty satisfied | 76 a5
Not very satisfied or not at ali satisfied 24 56

! Excluded from the leaver total are one N.A.and one D .K.
Stayers vs. leavers, Chi’ = 13.591, 1d.f., P < 0.001.

'Excluded from the stayer total is one D.K. Three N.A.'s are .
excluded from the leaver total. .
Stayers vs. leavers Chi? = 1,528, 1d.f., notsignificant.

Table, 34. Percent Distribution of Duration by Oppor-
tunity to “‘Get Ahead’’ on Program Job' .

Chance_ to get ahead Stayers Leavers -
Number ......... P L 84 57
Percent .................... 100 100
There was a chance to ‘‘Get Ahead” . . . 70 47
There was no chance to “Get Ahead” *|.. 30 53

'Excluded from the.stayer total are.4 D.K.'s. Exéluded from :
the leaver total are 3 D.K.'sand 2 N.A.’s. i
Stayers vs. leavers, Chi® = 6.597, 1d.f., P<0.02. {




' appears to be a useful sbéial_ indicator.
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Another attitude toward the program job which was
examined was how interesting the partidﬁﬁhf thought
the’ work- was. (“How interesting is.(was) the work you
do (did)?”) (See table 35.) This item turned out to be
quite significant in differentiating stayers and Yeivers <82
percent of stayers thought the work was very or pretty

-, interesting compared with only 49 percent of leavers.

Surprisin_gly,.nog only did it produce differences to the
extent of 33 percentage points between stayers and
leavers who found work interesting, but this difference

! . -
was greater than was the case-for pay satisfaction. (See

table 33.) It was not expected that the intrinsic rewards

‘of the job, that is, whether it is interesting. would be so

importdnt among nonprofessional workers.
This question suggests that in the population surveyed

needs for challenging work take precedence over needs

for money..Perhaps this result is due to the fact that the
sample contains many young men who can “make it”
given the possibly available chanhels of economic assis-
tance from relatives, friends, and mstuutlons _

“On the other* hand, perhaps a new mysthue is infusing .

_the ghetto to the extent that “‘meaningfulwork™ is not a

marginal requirenient in a job, but something demanded
even more than good pay. (In the “‘global village,” the
image of ‘“i-teresting work” being done by young
doctors and lawyers as transmitted by television has a

-demonstration effect on other, distant strata of the

Table 35. Percent. Distribution of Duration by View of
Work on Program Job'

View of work Stayers Leavers
. L_ * -
_ Number ....... [P e 88 |. 59
Percent .................... 100 | - 100
Very interesting or pretty interesting . . .82 49
Not,very interesting or not ag all
interesting ......... | Y 18 - 51

'Excluded from the leaver total are 1 N.A.and 2 D.K.'s.
Stayers vs. leavers, Chi’ = 16.042, 1d.f., P < 0.001.

-—-population.) A H. Maslow's “hierarchy of needs™? in
__which econoinic motivators are more prepotent than
-sympolic values .thus may be somewhat reversed in our

Sample. These issues obviously require further explora-

‘tion in alarger survey especmﬂy designed to elucidate

them.
Afso noteworthy ‘was_the finding in whlch stayers and

leavers were compared with respect to their perception

of the opportunity to learn new skills on the program
job. The proportion of the staye?s who ‘perceived an
oppox;tymty to learn new sklllswm\n the job reached 79

»

) Perceived Opportunity to Learn New Skills on Program

. ( ) ) h
x ’ :

Tabie 36. Percent Distribution of Duration by

Job'!
A
Opportuhity Stayers Leavers
“Number . ..... R R 87 59
Percent . ................... 100 100
Have an opportunity to fearn new skills 79 56
Have no opportunity to learn new skilis 21 44

!Excluded from the stayer total 1s one D.K. Excluded from
the leaver total are one D.K. and twp N.A.'s.
Stayers vs. leavers, Chi? = 8.008, 1d.f., P< 0.01.

percent; the corresponding rate for leavers was 56
percent. (See table 36.) Table 36 gives further evidence
that the immediate pay of the job is not the only
consideration for program participants .in their decision
to remain on the job.

And, finally, in this series of questions, the respondent

was asked what he felt people he knew thought about

the program job. (See table 37.) Stayers (87 perLent)

were much more likely than leavers (59. percent) to.

perceive others "as thinking favorably of their- jobs.
Leavers also had a higher proportion indicating they did
not know ‘wha( others thaught. (Perhaps one does not
know what one does not want to know.) The social

image of the job may be internalized by the job-holder -

and reinforce his decisign to stay.

“Culture” of the Job

It was-expected that responses on a number of items
relating to the “culture™ of the job would be related to
duration on. that job. The respondent was asked whom
he would be more comfortable with—a white or black

Tabie 37. Percent Distribution of Duration by Individ-

ual’s Perception of How Others He Knows View His
Program Job'

Views about job Stayers | Leavers

Number .................... 86 58 °
TPBICONT it 100 100
Very good or pretty good ... ........ 87 59
Not very gaod or not ataligood ..... 9 . 28
Don'tknow ..................... 3. 14

'Exctuded from the stayer total e 2 N.A_'s. Excluded from
the leaver total are 4 N.A.'s. e
Stayers vs, leavers, Chi’ = 13.865, 1of P < 0.001 (Chi® was
calculated from a 2 X 2 table, with th.: Not Very Good and
Don‘t Know's combined.} o
‘NOTE: Due to rounding, sums of individual items may not
equa

b




lsupervisor.(See table 38.) Table 40. Porcent Distribution of Duration by

What is of interest is the proportion that said black  Perception of Discrimination on Job!
(compared with white or either). In this_respect .no ' .
difference existed between the stayers and leavers. Whether treated unfairly because black | Stayers " | Leavers
About half of both stayers and leavess preferred black
’ D . . y S P . . Number .. ..o, 87 60
supervisors. Thus, this measure of race-consciousness did.. - Percent . . .o 100 100
.not have the relationship to duration that was antici- SN :
. patcd Yes ..o oo R I 40 35
0 e e e 60 65
Similarly, no relationship appeared to exict betwecn
duration and whether the worker was more comfortable 'Exciuded from the stayer togal is one N.A. Excluded from
- with black coworkers. (See table 39.) ’ . theleaver total are 2N.A's. :
. . J l’
. TN
Table 38. Percent Distribution of Duration by Pable 41 blSelected Job Amtudes by Duration on
Supervisor Preference’ ' ‘ rogram Ja .
\
: St s Le
. Preference, Stayers Leavers = Attitudes (pe:Z::\t) (pe:t:fr::)
Number ... 80 56 Percant that felt there wes tao much
Percent .............oonis 100 100 @ATAPE . oot e 28 10
_ . ! . (N=87) (N=60)
Prefers white SUPBrVisor ............ 5 Percent thatvfit they had been exa: ) :
Prefers black SUPervisor ............ 48 46  pected to unnecessarily formal
Either ........ e 48 50 lar\guage ...................... 8 5
(N=87) (N=60)
'Excluded from stayer total are 8 N.A''s. Excluded from . ﬂff that felt uncomforta sbout - ? :
leaver total are 6 N.A.'s. .. h they were expected 10" »
NOTE: Due to rounding, sums of individual items may not dress ........ A 12 17
equal totals. . » - (N=87) {N=60)
Percent that often feit bossed-around . . 40 28
S , I S o (N=87) | (N=60)
 Table 39, Perc’entl Distribution of Duration* by Percent that cﬂe*unimpor tant , .
Cowarker Preference orinsignificant ......,.......... 31 17
o L ) tN=86) | (N=50)
. Percent that felt people tried to make '
Preterence Stayers Leavers them feel unimportant or insignifi-
............... .29 - .
Number - .. 85 59 Ot AR : .
. PerCENt ... . ..oeiaiiia.s 100 100 i v {N=B7) ;| HN=60)
Preferswhites .................... 2 c. N.A.% excluded. :
Profars bIacks « ... ..oovvincniinnn. 51 ' 58 ) :
Bithar oo a 2 A series of items was developed to measure the strain

" produced by a numter of norms associated with work.
(See discussion in the previous section.) The hy pothesis

Also, ng relation seemed to occur between duration  was that there were expectatlons about language, dress,
and whether the respondent felt that on his job he had  and standard job procedures. It was anticipated that
been treated unfairly because he was black. (See table  leavers would have had more difficulties with these
40.) It is hard to know whether table 40 reflects a lack  norms; further, items were included to measure the sense

! € xcluded,from both totels are 3 N.A's,

of a real substantive differénce between stayers and of grievance . with authority on the jOb Table 41

leavers in the expected direction or if the item was not  summarizes the data.

measuring what it was intend~. to measure. Maybe The frame of reference of all these questions is “on
stayers have had more jobs in the past and the more  jobs you've had.” Thus, as in the item about perception
jobs, the mote opportunity to experience discrimination.  of discrimination, above, affirmative responses may be a
In this case, perception of discrimination would not be | function of the number of jobs or time spent on jobs.
.measured, but rather number of jobs held by the  These f%s haveshot been standardized, so apparent
"respondent. On its face, the item presents difficulty. The findings that stayers have these grievances more than
problem is similar to that encountered with the cultural leavers, cannot be accepted as substantive and unambigu-
grievance items, which are to be discussed in the ous. e L
following pages. =~ Lol By controlling for whether the grievance was on the

18
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“Case; leavers freater than stayers,

Table JZ Percent Dmnbut:on of Duratuon by
Expeneqce of Grievance’ by Whether on Program or
Olher J?b

l

: Occurred on Occurred on Other’
Program Job . than Program Job-
' Grvevalnce a ) b c ] d
. _1. Stayers Leavers Stayers Leavers
/ -{percent) | (percent) | {percent) | {(percent) ..
Treat / un-
: fair;,/:
bechuse
black .... 21 15 20 20
. Things which . ;
_bother 40
much .. .. 19 23 33 28
Red tape . . . 216 5 1 : 5
Language .. 3 3 5 2
Dress ..... 8 13 3 3
Bassed- ’
‘around. . . 25 17 15 12
Felt unim- )
" portant . . 19 . 12 13 5
. Peodla tried .
1o make s
fo& un- ) . .
important | 14 12 15 7

program job or on soine oth‘cr job, some light was shed

on these generally higher grievance rates for stayers tha'l

* leavers. (See table 42.)

First, out of 8 comparisons of grievance areas,
most showed - the grievance rate for program
job as greater for stayers than for leavers. (Stayers
greater than leavers, five cases; smyers equal leayers, one
two cases) These
program jobs appear to bé grievance-producing. (A

_ sufficiently large sample size was. lacking to argue_this

substantive point, but the dlrection of the differences
may provide some supporting evidence. )

And, as the grievance experience continued, then prior
jobs- also. were scen-as. unpleasant. The .comparisons of
“stayers and lcavers for the jobs other than the program
job (columna C and D) showed again thg{ stayers were
more likely to havehad grievance-producing experiences
than were leavers. Perhaps, once the current or recent
experience was seen as discomforting, then in retrospect,

"other jobs were scen in the same light, independent of

what they ‘‘really” were like.

Responses to a series of 6 items which purported to
measure “‘Commitment to Work™ were compared for
stayers and leavers. The results were somewhat more in-
conformity with prior expectations. A higher proportion
of stayers than léavers indicated a “commitment,” in
five of the six items. (See table 43.) -

Though differences in each item between stayers and
leavers were small, the direction of the differences for 5

items suggest that the items have some validity. Whena
total  score was compmrted (excluding item E) for
“tommitment to worR“ (giving one point for each
“cummitted” response), the differences between stayers
and leavers were somewhat more dramatic, and in the
same direction. Scores of four or five on the index were
made by 47 percent of the stayers: the comparable

proportion for leavers was 40 percent. (See table 44 )

on Program Job'. _ ”
; .
' Attitudes Stayers Leavers
{percent) | (percent)
A. Percent who woujd rather not be
around the’ nmg\bqrhood all day
“than goto sregutarjob ........... 88’ 82
R {N=87) {N=60)
8. Percent that would still work even
if they wera tq get enough money
s0 that they would not have to e
hold a regular job, ............ s n 67
: . . (N=87) {N=60}
C. Percent indicating that some of the
main interests of life are con-
nected with a regularjob ... .. ..... 70 " . 68
(N=8!) (N-GO)
D. Percent indicating that reguiar work
isione of the iost satisfying
" pdrts of life .. ... ... ..., TN 56 48
—j (N=86) {N=60)
E. Percent denying that spare-time ac-
tivities are much more enjoyable
than regularwork . .............. 27 35
- . {N=86) {N=60)
F. Percent denying that work is just a : :
way of makingmoney ............ 32 25
(N-87) | (N=60)

Table 43. Commitment to Work Attitudes by Duration

'N.A s excluded.
Table 44, Percent Distribution of Duration by Commit-
ment to Work Index '

Index Stayers | Leavers
Number ........... .... DIPU 88 62
Percent 100 - 100
4orb L. e 47 40
3210 ... . e 53 60

Item Analysis of Commitment to Work—A Digression

Of these five items, it could be established which items
contribute most to the tctal index score. This item analy-
sis was performed by jooking at each item in relation to
the extremes of the tofal score, to see what the item con-
tributed to the score. (See' table 45.) Item D, and then
F, had tie highest ratio of high to low index scores.

e Ty
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Table 45. Percent Committed on Individual {tems by

Total Commitment Scors Extremes’

) , Total Score
References (pevct‘*.rllq)‘—

"'54 1012

A, AsnTabled3 .. ... .. ... . 98 67

, . B. AsinTabled3 .. ... ... . ... ... . ... 94 27
. C. AsinTabled3 ... . . .. .......... ... 97 27,
"D AsinTabled3 .. .. e 88 12
FoxobganrTalte 43 ... L0 L 50 10

I RS

- Drive to Get Ahead -

Two items measuring Drive to Get Ahead produced
ditferences between stayers and leavers in the expected

direction, {Sec table 46.) Thesc iterhs were similar to -

“commitment to work™ items discussed carlier’in that
they ‘purporied to measure attachhment to important
values of socicty -in this instancé, success. The data
showed that item A, willingness to move family in order
to get ahead, appeared- to differentiate stayers (72
percent) from leavers (53 percent). This difference was
greatet than that produced by any. of the work commit-
 ment items. ‘

Y e s
3 .

* Table 46. Drive to Get Ahead by Durstion on Program

Job- . o .
Brwe Stayers Leavers
{percent) | (percent)
A. ‘Percent that would be willing
to move family to get ahead. .. /. . 72 53
- ' (N=87) {N-60)
B. Percent that would be willing : . ‘
“to do work they didn't hke :
togetahead  ............... 65 55
! {N=86) {N=60}

' NLA.'s excluded.
Stayers vs. leavers: A, Chi? >~ 4862, ldf .P< 005,
B. Chi’ =1.124,1d.1., not slgmhcant

» Efficacy

The items, which were supposed to measure the sense
of personal efficacy or control that the worker felt, did
not differentiate thg groups. This result is consistent

with Gerald Gurin's findings that personal efficacy is not

rélated to dropping out of a job training program.'* One
difficulty with some of these items was that they had

appeared somewhat arrogant about problematic issues. °

This attitude is unrealistic. An example of such an item
is the following: “l nearly always feel sure of myself,
even when people disagree with me.” This attitude may
be quite inconsistent with stayingon a job.(See table 47.)

P

2 '

Table 47. Efficacy by Duration on Prog'am Job
- {Percent Choosmg Efficacy Response bf a’ Pair of -
Items) '’

Atmudo

.___.1-..___ R

‘Slavevs . Leavers

NP U

When | rroke plans, | am almost /
sure § can make themwork . ... ... | 49 58
{N=87} |. (N-60)

/

I've usually feit pretty sure my”
hife would work out the way |
wantstto ... ... .. ......

...... 29
(N =86}

, 37~
I"(N-SSI
I nearty always feel sure of myself,

even when people disagree with
me. .. e 59 ;66"
~{N=87) |/ lN =53)

I don‘t have much !rouble maklng .
up my mind about important ‘ !
decisions ................ ... 70 ' n”

(N=86) {N<60)

When | make plans ahead, | usually ’
get to cacry things out the
way |l expected ... ... ... ... .. ... 52 61

{N= 87)’ (N=57]

'N.A g excluded.

Social Background I

’

. An examination of some background characteristics of

the individuals sheds some light on the determinants of
job attachment. These attributes included age, region of
origit, and marital status. First, stayers were older than
leavers. Forty-four percent of the stayers were 25 years
or older, compared with 30 percent of the leavers. (See-
table 48.) This result suggests that stayers weére more
settled, less likely to feel they can dfford to “ﬂounder

around. A

Table 48. Percent Distribution of Dura\tion by Aqe of

Pamcupanu vl
Age - ‘:":Stavéh Leavers
/} ol RE SRR LA
Number ... ............ e 1. .88 - 81
Percent ......... e - qu : 100
24yearsorless . ............... ‘ 86 - -~ 712
25yearsormore . ................ 44 30

: : -
'Excluded from the leaver total is one N.A. i
Stayers vs. leavers, Chi’ » 2.738B, 1d.f., not significant.

Next, stayers were more likely to be from the South.
Of the stayers, 53 percent were born in the South only
34 perccnt of the icavers were born there. (See table 49))
This ‘result accords with the idea that the city erodes
traditidnal patterns of defeience toward job authority,
which the .black man was more likely to observe in

¢

Southern, rural society. T
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%able 49. Percent Distribution of Duration by Place of " Table .51, Percept Distribution of Duratlon by ‘Most

Birth' Important Part of Life'
- 6:
Place of Birth ' Stayers Leavers | Most Important Part of Life Stayers Leavers
Number ...........oooooun.. 88 61 Number .. ............... e 8 | 60
Percent . ............. ... .. 100 100 ) Percent .................... 100 100
San Francisco Bay Area ............ --33 -|- 48 Way of making a hvmg ..... BT 18 33
Other Cities in California™. .. ... ..... 9 8 Friendships ... . ... e e N 5 5
TheSouth . ..................... 83 - 34 Spare-time activities ", ... ........... 1 2
Oeep South (Ala., Miss., Ga., ‘ ‘Home and family ... .. P 7% 60
1s.,S8.C., Ark).....- ......... 38 23
" Other South (N.C., Va., Tex., !Excluded from the stayer total are one “don‘t know" and
Fla., Ky., Terh., Md., , two N.A.'s. Excluded ftom the leaver total are two N. A s.
Del., W Va.,Okla, - ' : Stayers vs, leavers Chi? = 3.778, 1d.{., not significant. (To be
DL) ... e e 16 1 significant at 0.05, Chi’ = 3.84.) The Chi? wascalculated from a .
Other States . .. .................. 2 10 2 X 2 table, wn‘p home and family in“one row, and ali others
Other Countries .................. 2 . - totaled in the second row.  * )

' Excluded from the leaver total is one N.A. : . .
S\aye:s vsewa:::: Chi? = 4.640, 1d.1, P < 05. {The Chi' was  Table 52. Percent Distribution of Duration by Income

calculsted from a 2 X 2 table, with the South 8s one row, and all Needs'

' others totaled in thesecondrow.) ~ ~ * bt : e N
NOTE: Due to rounding, sums of indidual nems may not Incorme Thought Needed Each . :L
equal totals. ) / Week to Live Comfortably ayers eavers

* —

Number ... oo 87 59
.................... 100 100
Table 50. Percent Distribution of Duration by Marital Percent :

- Status' ’ $0-$199 ... ... . -4 64
- ) $2000r mMote . ... e 53 36
y Marital si"‘”’ : o | Stavers Leavers 'Excluded fron. totals are one N.A. in the stayers and three

- N.A.'% in the feavers.
Numbar . ................... 87 61 :
| ='3.592,1df., not s an t.
Percent . ..........c... ... . 100 100 stayer‘ v emrs th n '9 fcan
Never Marned . . . .. PP AP e 47 59 .
Ever Marmed . ..., .......... PP 53 41 Hustling e S

Q

E

PAFulToxt Provided by ERIC
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1 Excluded from the totals are one N.A. in the stayers and one . Co . :
NLA. in the leavers. : Stayers also differed from leavers in where they felt

Stayers vs. leavers, Chi? = 1.614, 1d.{., not significant. they could get money. Two. questions were asked

N . ‘ *“relating to “hustling.” First, “In your part of town, are

, e . there opportunities to riiake money through hustling?”

Some measure of the objective obligations of re-  Leavers were more likely to perceive this opportunity.

spondenis was ptovided by marital status. Leavers (See table 53.) Then it was asked, **Which is better-a

differed from stayers “in this respect”in that they were regu!ar job - or hustlmg"' Again, stayers were slightly

more likely to have never been married. The proportion . more inclined -to believe-a regularjob to-be-better. (See
of leavers never married was 59 percent; of stayers, 47  jable 54.)

percent. (See table 50.)This last finding was gonsistent ~ « These two “findings” were not statistically significant.

~ with the results fromi the attitudinal item which asked - but were presented only because together they indicate a

which part of life was most important. (See table 51.)  tendency which was anticipated. However, perceptions
“The stayers (76 pcrcent) were more likely to mention  or prefercnces in this area are not likely to have much of
home and family as most important than were the  an effect on duration*on the job. It probably affects

_. leavers (60 percent). labor fouc participation but not performance once the

It was anticipated that sheer desire for greaterincome  job has been obtained. Thus. this line of question should
would differentiate stayers and leavers, since staying on  be applied only in a limited manner.
the job is, al least, an income-producing behavior. A The differences between stayers and leavers in terms of
higher proportion of stayers than leavers felt that they 1 hustling attitudes were consistent with differences on an

needed $200 a week or more to live comfortably. (See  objective measure. The stayers and leavers have been

—

table 52.) T classified in terms of whether or not they had engaged in
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Table 53. - Percent Distribution of Duration by Percep-
tion of Opportunities for Hustling'

Were there opponurritiras .
for hustling? .. Stayers v'.Leavers
y NUMDEE .o eoest et 86 59
Percent .................... 100 100
) Yes.......... P 50 64
‘No or Don't Know ..........ovne. . 50 36

! Excluded from totals are wo N.A.’s in the stayers and three
N.A s in the feavers.

Stayersvs leavers, Chi? =-2348 1d.f., not srgmhcsm
t

Table 54. Percont Distnbutmn of Duration by Prefer-b

- ence for Regular Job or Hustlmg
) Preference Stayers Leavers
Number . ................... " 86
! Percent . ..........ciiiinn 100 100 -
i .
NN Preferregularjob ................. 94
Prefer hustiing or have no pref- -
N erence between thetwo . . ......... 6 12
Coyd
- / 'Excluded from the totals are two N. A s in the stayers and
C two N.A's in the leavers. - .
’ BN <
- . . >

A Fuirmext providea by eric |8

. “husthng" at some time in the 12 months pnor 10 entry

into the program job. (This information was culled from™

the resp@hses, listing illicit activities, to two questions:

“*When you were not working, how did you spend your..

time?” (PROBE: WHAT ELSE -DID_ YOU DO? and,
“People without jobs find different . wa_ys of getting

g " money to live on. In what way did you gct money to live -
on when you were not working?"") (See table 55) .

53

1 -l \ ('»

_results
~ 10t amenable to direct program mampulation The job
‘« situation is manipulable. Interesting jobs can be found.or

Stayers were less, Iikel);,-to have hustled than were
leavers. - Although “the " cells were small,- the . results

" suggest that hustling is an alternative way of life which

competes with regular employment. Only some clues
were observed as to its influence.; these should be ex-
plored in-a larger substantive study.

Table 55. Percent Distribution of Duration -by
Acknowledgement of Hustling' e o
Acknowledgement of hustling Stayers ‘ Leavers
‘Number ............... e - 88 62
_\'"‘&’ero_em ..................... 100 100
* Had not hustled ................. 93 8s
. Hadhustled ........... 5 10
Refused to amswer ............ IR 2 - B

-'Stayers vs. leavers, Chi®. = 1.616, 1d.1., not significant. (Chi?

was calculated from a 2 X 2 table, with "had hustied” nnd

i
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Summary

~ - . S
/ - S

3 Thrs chapter has outlined that iterfis sich'as pay, job
satrsfactlon and chance to get ahead, which related to

the program job. srtuatlon itself, differentiated stayers’

from leavérs more. than did the itemns which related to
predispositions such as cultural norms, work commit-
ment, and efficacy. From': the policy . standpomt the
Te encouraging, because individual attitudes are

created ' even for the hard-core unemployed” Good pay

_ car be made available. Opportumtles to get ahead and to

learn skills can be provrded And these factors, in turn,
can produce attachment to work:

F

.




—— —— —ycferences-t0-low-pay-or-hard -work;-but-apprehension———The-responses- were- interesting-in-that-they reveated a-
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. spondents answering different

Chapter IV. Insights into the A"iwdes»of Men Who
- C|nimed They Had Never Worked

Those men who claimed that they “never worked” were
asked a variety of open-ended questions. Such questions
are good as sources of structured items ir the latter stage
of a questionnaire ‘and often produce colorful case
material; but often they are difficult to quantify in
terms of response. This difficulty .is due to the re-
dimensions
question.

As was mentioned earlier, these men were asked,
“Think about the kinds of jobs you could get right
now . . . are there things about these jobs which you felt
would bother you so much that you would rather not
take them?” Twenty-nine of 48 said *‘yes” and were
then asked, “What things are they?” Responses included

about the routine and work schedule were the reasons
. most often given. (“Regular 8 to 5 in an office.”)

Another group of answers dealt with authority: “People

pushing you to work,” “bossing me around,” *“sameone
telling me what to do.” Some respondents also men-
tioned ‘‘white supervisors.”

Some respondents said that they “couldn’t get a job” or
“don’t~want to work.” These responses are not appro-

" priate to the' question but exemplify a weakness of

open-ended items; they elicit diffuse responses.
Further, a respondent’s volunteering that something

_ Jﬁbothers:him does not.preclude his. mentioning other

things, if he were directly asked about them in a series of

““structured questions derived from the responses to
- “What things are they?” Nevertheless, the responses do

reveal the importance given to noneconomic aspects of
jobs, and the apparent priority asslgned to authorlty and
control relations on the job.

Those who indicated that they might have difficulty in
getting to work on time at a regular job were asked,

nonjob _factors were involved in not working. Trans-
portation, which was expected to be'frequently men-

. tioned, was, in fact, mentioned by orily three of those

. who anticipated difficulty. Eight either ‘prefesred to
sleep or mentioned the\difﬁcglty of getting up in the
morning. One respondent said he was “staying up late,

watch TV.” Another stated that “I ain’t going to get up
at 7 a.m. to go to work.” Only a minority of the *“never
worked” group felt that they would have difficulty in,
getting to work on' time. In this minority, lack of
self-motivation seemed to be an important factor.

. difference,”

of the_ A

©._%“Why- is-that?">~The-s:udy -wanted to find—out- what-

; doing my thing.” Ancther said, “I like'to sleep and -

Respondents were asked, “If you were going to work
at a regular job—where would you prefer to work—
downtown—in the suburbs—or in your own neigh-
borhood?”” (The volunteered response, *“It makes no
was acceptable.) They were then asked

“Why?” A dozen (of the 30 who had a preference)

mentioned *“‘neighborhood” for reasons of familiarity or

comfort. Some typical responses arg ‘‘because my
neighborhood is black and you don’t have to put up
with white folks,” **familiar with terrain,” *know people
there,” “it’s my jungle,” “protection.”” Several others
mentioned neighborhvod because it was
home,” but no indication was given
thinking of transportation or familiarity.

“closer to -
hether they were

cultural aspect to workplace preference. Perhaps many
men do not go away from tli*ir neighborhoods to work
because the available jobs are in areas considered alien.
The responses suggested an area for furthér inves‘tigation.

The question was asked, “Think of a really good job
for you. What would it be like?” The interviewer was
supposed to probe for job title and characteristics. Many
respondents did not mention a specific job, perhaps
becsuse of a lack of familiarity with the world of work.
Apparently, job attributes, such as good pay, were easier
to mention. Almost every respondent had some com-
ment about aspects of jobs.

First, 13 respondents mentioned good pay, but 11
mentioned that they wanted to have their own business
orbe a superVnor or be “doing what I want to do at my
own pace.’
hostlllty to authonty and control on the job: “No boss

“no supervisor.”

When asked, “What things prevént you from"gettmg
sucha job?” respondents answered more in terms of lack

of educanon skill-or training (23 cases) than in terms of

discrimination (six cases).

A few indicated that there were no jobs available (4).
A rather substantial group (8) said that they felt that
some personal attitudes or personal behavior prevented

* Again, responses were seen which mdlcated,

them from gemng the job: They either did not wanta .

job or werr “tripping” .(enjoying drugs). Five re-
spondents indicated that a jail record prevented them
from getting the job.

These responses indicated a realistic a*vareness of the
requirements of desirable jobs ioday JAt_could nct be
assumed, however, that these men felt thatlf they had
the education or skill or training that_they would have

<8
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the _]ObS Rather, these were the first hurdles of the‘
- course. :
R ’ The question was followed up with; “What is it like
- not having a regular job?" This was an_ attempt to
understand the.adjustment and accommodation made by -
the respondent to his not working. It lS known that
g s . sudden unemployment for men who have been em-
’ ployed is experienced as demoralizing. But these re-
. spondents had never worked. Therefore, their reaction
.- " * could not be anticipated. .
i o =" Forty of 48 respoqdehts gave unambiguous responses.
Jf the 40, 28 responded positively about their condi-
. tion, It was “‘really nlce," “fun,” “i
, = -+ hustle,” (half of themen,in fact, had hustled) “out of
e : sight,” “‘one continuous beautiful way-out trip,” “it’s
cool—1 manage, do anything 1 want- to do.” A minority .
pf 12 were negative: “hell,” “boring,” *‘you kind of have
. to be a little nicer to some “people.” .
' The “‘positive” responses cannot be taken llterally,at

it’s cool if you can . .

_indicated satisfaction with their condition.

.. These responses can be divided into positive or
negative rather easily, but they generally are not useful’
\ for indicating what the resporident liked or disliked . -,.~

- about his condition. For example, when a'respondent

said it’s ‘*hell” to be not working, nothing is known
-about why “he, felt that way. When another respondent
-said you “‘have to be a little nicer to some people,” the
response can be interpreted to mean that without money
he is ‘more. dependent on the goodwill of others. This

kind of  infofimative response cannot be derived syste--

matically from responses to open-¢nded questions. The
researchers are at the mercy of the respondeni and the

“interviewer. «Mowever, the responses can be suggestive

about the kinds of .problems associated with not
working.

The responses described above do suggest that many of
the men who “never worked’ are in a kind of social
limbo: They reject the world/ f work as they find

" face value. Interviewers and observers of the interviews
reported that the statements reflected a bravado or
defiance, for example, when a respondent said that “it’s

- .out_of snght” to not be working. Even though complete

\\ | résponses were ellcned by interviewers, few respondents same time .has the insecurity involved in being without:
i gave detalled descnpuons of actlvmes which might have “steady work.”
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it-and at the same time ire not enthusiastic about a life
without regular work acitvities. For some, “hustling”
represents a.minimal accommodation which has the
characteristics of desirable jobs (autonomy) but at the
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‘though.one was about 38 years old.

interviewers’ Background

A total of 15 interviewers were selected. All were
black men. Each either had some college training, was
currently enrolled in a college or university (either the
University of California, Berkeley, or San Francisco
State College), or had graduated from a college or
university. Most were young (average age about 23),

'

“Interaction with Respondents

' Approximately 10 percent of the interviews conducted
in the survey were observed by BLS staff members.
Initially in the survey, “#esc observers included both

black and white staff members. Based on the perceptions

Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

-

of the white observers that. their presence in the

., interview situations adversely influenced the interviews

in terms of interviewer-respondent rapport and the
responses themselves only the black staff members
continued to observe, interviews. (The white observers
reported discomfort on .the part of respondents and
interviewers; guarded responses, reluctance or hesitance

\-in responding to certain questions due to their presence.)

Problems such as those reported by the white observers
were not in evidence, when the observer was black. The

. interviewers, in fact, felt that havmg an observer along

who was black actually facilitated the interview process
because (1) they felt more at ease-not having to'go into
certain afeas (or approach certain individuals) alone; (2)
their. explanation that they were doing the survey for a

black organization in the interest -of the respondent or -

people like him was more credible; and (3)'the re-
spondents were more responsive and honest in the “rap

_Chapter V. Interviewers' Background and Interaction with Resp nde.’/n's

y

of ultimate benefit to themselves or others like them. )
Field observation, interviewer feedback, and responses
(or the lack thereof) to the questionnaire also led to the

following conclusions regarding interviewer-respondent

interaction in certain question areas.

Neither the interviewers nor thé respondents had any
appreciable difficulty v}vith these items. The interviewers
had no trouble gett?(% the'respondents to understand

Cuitural ftems

the items and the res ndents had no problems answer-
ing them. The langudge, wordmg, and construction of
the questigns were 'clear to the respondents. Some
nts did volunteer that they had no problems

was little or no occasmn for conflict to develop. For
example porters, busboys janitors, etc., would rarely

~ have the kind of interaction on the job which would lead
- to conﬂlct because of language, style of dress, or the

like. '

‘Race ltems

N

The same general pattern applled with regard to these

items as with the cultural _items. The only source of

, difficulty was with questlons such ‘as, “How do you feel

about havmg a white supervisor?” and, “Who are you

~ more comfortable vith—a.white or a black supervisor?”

or, “‘How do-you 'feeit' about having white coworkers?”
and, ‘““Who are you more‘v comfortable with—white or
black coworkers?” Responidents who had never had a

- white _supervisor, or coworker displayed some dissonance

session” kind of atmosphere which the black oBserver’s-

.presence helped create.

-Based on field observation, interviewer feedback, and

_the detailed responses contained in the questionnaires,

- the conclusion can be made that the interviewers as a

ing rapport with respondents can be attributed to (1) the
fact that the interviewers were black, (2) xhey were
familiar with the dress, style, language, etc., of the
respondents and thus knew the ‘“‘proper” approach and
style to use to accomplish their objective of completing

- the interviews, and (3) the feeling on the part of many

of the respondents (induced primarily by the
interviewers’ explanation of the purpose of the survey)

that they were contributing to an effort which would be

[

. group were impressive ' in- their -ability- to establish -
~ rapport with the respondents. This success in ‘establish-

‘or ambigtity in’ answenng Some even felt they could

not answer these questions because they had not had
this contact with white supervisors or coworkers.

Efficacy
)

For “this series of items, the interviewers had to read

two alternative jstatements, from which the respondent
was to choose the one that was closest to the way he

felt. An example would be the following: “I’'ve usually '

felt pretty sure my life would work out the way I want
it to,” or, “There have been times when I haven’t been

‘very sure that my life would work out the way I want it

to.
The interviewers had little trouble learning the proper
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reading of thm questions 50 thnt they were compte-
/ﬁenslble to the respondents, that is slowly with a pause

questions were (too long and confused or bored some
respondents be u(e of . the form. The respondents,
/ generally,_seemed {6 have no difficulty in understanding
these iteins. Some. however, did express an inability to

/between the_alternatives. However, some felt that the

respond appmpnately because they felt that for some .

i

|

|

/ questions, the ¢ goices were not mutually_exclusiver or
| that neither choice had much meaning to'them.

|

&

. Neither interviewers nor respondents had difﬂcul?y
wfth thesc items since they were direct, simple “yes"
of “'no™ questions which respondents seemed to have

“In. the case Lo ‘the household sample. no.sxgmﬂcant .

problems wese encountered  in terms_of asking these -

items or getting adequate . unambxgubus re;ponses to
them. However, with the CISUIl sample; -both inter-
.viewers and responderits had notable difficulty when the
respondents were “hustlers.” Many of these hustlers feit
that their “Bustle’” was, in fact, a job apd tended to

answer the questiom with reference to their “hustling” ’

activities. When this reaction was detected . by: the
in@rvi&cr, he generally attempted to clatify the intom

of the questions and to orient the respondem to ihe”

: conépwﬂ“regular job.” In most instances, this-resolved _
- the problem However, some respondents who viewed/ e o/

their hustling activitie§ as “work” continued to evidence.
confusion 'in responding to these items. In addition,
some respondents in the casual sample who \}\ad never
‘worked (hustlers and non-hustlers) found the concept of

i

relaﬁ'?ély‘deﬂnﬁe unambiguous feelings about, though
some. respondents felt the need to explain their
. answers.

' v

““regular work™ or a “regular job” incomprehensible
enough to experience dissonance and difficulty in .
responding to this series of items _ i
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/Chcpter Vi. Coneltr/_eions . .

: Future Raeeareh

Studies should be conducted controlling for similar

jobs in order to see to what extent kind and level of job -

influence grievence and discontent. This knowledge

s < -could make possible job enrichfient: programs which

would lead to job attachment.\In, the currént study,
program job vaned/in quality ao that,Jackmg a large

sample,, the effect of occupatron on me@ce could not -

"be measured. AN

One way of validating many of the attitudinal items’

would be to interview a variety of men-whose: labor

force performance is unambiguous, for lexample; black

n_on jobs for a lorig duration, such as 2:years or more;
““men who are in jail; men who are known"‘hgglers",
/such as pimps. or number runners. These lattef safiiples

for inclusion in household surveys concerned with the
employment situation of poverty populations. They can
be used with either no change in wording or with some
slight modification.

. The cultural grievance items and the perceptnon of
diacrimmatron item require the followrng changes Fjst,
instead of providing for a ‘‘yes” or “no” response, a
wider range of answers would be appropriate in a

large-scale survey. Respondents ‘should be asked, how -

often did X occur: always, frequently, sometimes,
rarely, or never. Second, the frame of reference should -
not be, on jobs you've held, but should be tied to a
specific job. This job can be the first, or the longest, or
the most recent, or each one in a recent period, for

" example, the last 12 months. It would then be necessary

'[..

7 would require participant-observer field work to Tocate.
* However, they could be small° if homogeneous,

Also these items should be tested on other ethmc~

groups, such as Puerto Ricans and Mexican- Americans.
‘Other, additional measures would have to be developed
to’ take into consideration a variety of alleged cultural

differences bétween, ethnic groups. Cross-cultural com. -

parisons_would help to resolve- the issue .of whether
gnevahce is'a functron of the straifi between the culture
of industrial ¢ bureaucracr and the “culture of poverty

or between industrial bureaucricy and a particular

ethnic or national group. (Appalachian” whitks would be

considered as an ethnic group, from this perspective.)

- Finally, household surveys should be, erhployed to get -

aggregate statistics. of attitudes- for poverty and non-
poverty populations along the dimensions presented in
this study

pe
, T

Reoomme»datiom ' >y

o ascertain_the occupation, industry,-and - duration-of —-
the job. This change. wouid not be necessary for those
whio have never worked; the projective format employed

- in the study is appropriate.

2. Items dealing with racial preference for supervrsor
and coworkers should stand as they are employed in this

study. -

3. The two Dnve to Get Ahead |tems can be
employed without any changes. )

4. Of the six Commitment to Work |tems examined,
one should be omitted from further consideration:
“Spare-time activities are much more" enjoyable than
regular work.” The remaining five can be used in other
surveys but only after an item analysis is made .on a-

. sample of respondents from the specific population
.surveyed. Also, a statement should be read by the

interviewer to the effect that the respondent should not

consider hustling as regular work in answenn?the
questions.

. 5. None of the five Efficacy items .should
Many of the nems examined in this study are adequate be used. -
—FOOTNOTES——-— i

'

'See A Sherper Look et Unonwloymona in U.S. Cities and

n Sluma, U.S. Depertment of Labor, Merch 1867.

/2See the BLS Report 354, Aeport on Pilot and Experiments!
Pm'om on Urben Employment Surwys, 1980, .

2For results of these surveys, see BLS Report 370, Employ-
ment Situation in Poverty Aress of Sin Cities, Julv 19“ June.
1989, October 1909.

* This notion follcws in the intellectusl trlditlon -tdiahed by.-
" Max Weber's Protestant Ethic and the Spirit of Capitaliem and ="

‘osntinued todey in the work of psychologist Devid McClelland,

*The concept of efficecy has been delinested in the work of J."

M. Rotter. See his “Genersiized Expectanciss for Internal vs.
External Control'of ﬂmn'ore'mt,"hwholoﬂcol Monographs,
me Vol. 80. :

¢See “Black Culture: Myth or Reslity?"’ by Robert Blauner, in
Afro-Americen Anthropology, edited by Normen Whitten and
John Sewed, Fres Press: New York, 1970.

Ses Oscor Lewis, Le . Vide,  Random Houaa " New -
YOfk 1988. - e

'Theae 11 programs sre: Ogklsnd Economic Davetopment
- Council, Inc.; Lucky Stores; Lockheed Consortium; Esst Bay

Skills Oenaer, Owens, lllinois; RMichmond CEP; Sen Francisco
CEP; Sen Frencisco Urben Lesgue; Emt Bay Urben Lesgue;

* Project Upgrade; Sen Francisco NAS.

* For sdditions! information on casuel Intervmv technique snd
experiences, ses BLS Report 354, cited eerlier, end BLS Specisl
Labor Force Report No. ||7 Status of Mon Miwed in the
Ceneus.
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Grawt/; in, Metropo 181" Ariie
Pot;er, Jr., P.”Sagi and E Mishler, Prmcetoﬁ Pr(ncelon Uni-

versity: Preu 1961.

" 115ee Gerald Gurin, /nner-City qua Youtln in a Job Training -

- .Project, Institute for Social Research; December 1968. L

'2The Bureau would %ave preferred to compute ‘percentaged in

the direction of the variable considered es the mdlpandam one,
‘a determinant of duration. Thus, the Bureau would hke to ook
at attitudes as. causal in reletion to duration. Howover some
questlon exists about the represenmivanns of our sample with
remrd to program participation. The relmve dmnbunon of the
duration groups " in the population’ of program participants
cannot be ascertained definitely. Accordlnyy, percentages can

by Chsrlés E. Weﬂoﬁ, -R."

_given. For purposes of the study, this method does not create a
problem. TM Jrgument is that relations bétween variables appear
to exist; the dnrecnon of causality is not clear. Even if, in the
computatians, dn ‘attitude could have been treated as a. caussl

‘factor, a counter argument could have been that it is really an
effect, 8 consequence. These issues cannot be resolved in surveys

-of only one point in time but may require employing repeated _

interviews: that.is,. parief or (ongitudinal surveys. '

13See Abrahsm H. Maslow, ” Motivation and:'Person.lity,

Harper and Row: New York, 1954, :

'‘He did, however, find_ efficacy related to subsequent )ob
success, measured by earnings. Perhaps, where programs are not
viewed as leading to a desirable job, the eff:cacuous person will

LU only be computed in cne dlrecnon the percentage oh the . drop out.SoeG Gurin, op. cit. g
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